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Tuere.are not many facts in the history of mankind to which 
so strong and just an interest can be attached, as the settlement, 
two centuries ago, of the Puritans, fugitives from persecution and 
tyranny, on the barren shore of New England. That band of 
noble minds, few in number, outcasts from the world, and threat- 
ened with extinction by hardships beyond the endurance of mortal 
strength, was endowed, in a manner and to a degree to which a 
parallel example can with difficulty be found, with the blessing of 
God's eternal covenant, and sent forth from its hewn and trampled 
trunk, branches of rare and richest fruitfulness. Thence arose the 
religious worth of the New England states: the firm endurance, 
the vigour in enterprise, the might of intelligence, the depth of 
experience, the accuracy of theological science, and the loftiness 
of holy devotedness,—which marked such men as their Shep- 
ards and Eliots and Edwardses. In these, the most important 
departments of human exertion, a wondrous multitude of their 
descendants have sustained the honour of their ancestry. 

Those men, of giant mind, yet with the simplicity of children, 
were chiefly intent upon the greatest work to which human 
instrumentality can be applied—the enlightening and conversion 
of souls. By their sermons, their pastoral labours, and their 
exemplary lives, they inscribed living epistles on the tablet of 
many a human heart; and, in their invaluable writings, they have 
sounded the depths and tracked the windings of mind in its 
undying capacities, its guilty ruin, and its susceptibility of restora- 
tion. They have laid bare the spiritual anatomy of themselves 
and of their fellow-men; and, in the masterly demonstration of 
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‘‘ Religious Affections,” through the varying modes and attitudes 
of the spurious and the true, they have opened the most compli- 
cated forms of self-deception, and have brought into the clear light 
of scripture and of sound reason that ‘‘ candle of the Lord,” the 
essential characters of the “" Sincere Convert” and the “" Sound 
Believer.” 

To the doctrines of sacred truth, also, they have applied their 
powers of investigation with correspondent advantage. Never 
had the most important facts and principles been placed in a 
clearer light of illustration and of proof, than those which relate to 
the nature and effects of man’s alienation from God, the value of 
redemption, and the power of divine influence, have been by the 
two Edwardses, Dwight, Beecher, Woods, and other names, 
beloved and reverenced in both hemispheres. 

But, to complete the circle of theological knowledge, one great 
portion remained without its due observance: the Criticism and 
Interpretation of the Scriptures. To this, not exclusively of the 
others, but in close connexion with them, the Andover school has 
attached itself. It is refreshing, and it fills us with hope and 
expectation, to observe what great exertions have been made over 
so wide a field; and yet how deep and thoroughly searching, in 
the laying down of principles, and in their impartial application to 
the philology and exposition of the Bible. In the foremost rank 
of these “ fellow-helpers to the truth,” stands Mr. Stuart. His 
example of indefatigable diligence and generous frankness of com- 
munication, his official lectures, and his numerous publications, 
have fixed, we may reasonably trust, upon a basis which cannot 
be shaken, the knowledge and practice of a correct system for 
unfolding the meaning intended by the Spirit of God in the writings 
of inspired men. In this science of interpretation, indispensable 
to solid divinity, the Reformers in general, and preeminently 
Luther, Calvin, and our martyred countryman Tyndale, set a 
noble example; but their successors, through the whole seven- 
teenth century, fell lamentably back, and, deserting the principles 
upon which alone safe interpretation can be grounded, sur- 
rendered themselves, in a great measure, to be governed by 
reasons of conveniency, taste, and fancy, the authority of parties 
or of eminent men, or preferences derived solely from the idea 
of favour or disfavour to a theological system. As the persons 
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who adopted this arbitrary course were in general the friends and 
polemical defenders of the doctrines of grace, redemption, and 
sanctification, as maintained by the nearly unanimous consent of 
the Reformed Churches, the deplorable consequence was, that 
deep injury was inflicted on the cause which was thus unworthily 
managed, partly by its defence being sometimes rested on un- 
tenable grounds, and partly by the inducement and facility thus 
afforded to its adversaries to apply themselves to Bible-criticism, 
and boast of it as their peculiar domain. 

Happily, this is no longer the state of things. The advocates 
of genuine Christianity are agreed, and are zealous in maintain- 
ing, that no doctrines are entitled to be received as divine which 
do not rest upon the sense and meaning of the Scriptures, elicited 
by the impartial application of the same instrumental methods that 
are employed to determine the sense of any other ancient written 
documents. The universal recognition of this principle is a happy 
and momentous circumstance; and in its union with vital godli- 
ness—a union which ought never to have been weakened, and 
which is its just and natural association—it furnishes our only 
rational expectation of a determination to the most important 
controversies, and of a conciliatory and mutually affectionate dis- 
position with regard to all others. 

In this field of Christian labour, the Professors and Associates 
of the Andover Theological Seminary have laid both their own 
and the mother-country under great obligations, This they have 
done, both by translating and republishing some of the most 
useful labours of the German philologists, and by original com- 
positions of their own, partly in considerable volumes and partly 
in smaller treatises and papers contributed to periodical works.* 

In each of those kinds of literary and sacred labour, Mr. Stuart 
occupies an eminent station. Some of his works have been 
reprinted in Great Britain, of which the principal are his Com- 
mentary on the Epistle to the Hebrews, and his Grammar of the 
Hebrew Language,—books, the value of which is highly appre- 
ciated by those who know them. To these is now added, by the 
author's appointment, the following Commentary on the Epistle 


* Of these, our attention is particularly drawn to the Biblical Repository, published 
quarterly, by Mr. Robinson, one of the Andover Professors. 
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to the Romans; an epistle which, to borrow the words of the 
illustrious reformer, ‘ besides many other excellencies, and those 
of the highest order, possesses this unrivalled and inestimable 
quality, that the man who has attained to a genuine understanding 
of it, has the doors wide open before him for entering into the 
deepest treasures of holy writ.”* 

The great difficulty of obtaining in our country an adequate 
supply of the theological literature of the United States has been 
lamented by many who know something of the master-spirits, 
from the benefit of whose productions we are, in a great measure, 
debarred. Considerable pains have been taken to remove this 
obstacle, but without the desired success. It appears that there 
are difficulties in the way of obtaining an adequate supply of 
works in theology and sacred criticism, greater than what exist 
in relation to other branches of literature. I conceive, therefore, 
that the English publishers of this work are performing a valuable 
service to the cause of religion in printing this new edition. This 
they do in conformity with the express appointment of the 
author. 

I shall be excused for taking upon me to say, that this volume 
will be found especially useful to students for the Christian 
ministry, and to young ministers. Besides the more obvious 
qualities of a valuable book, it furnishes a course of practical 
lessons, and is itself an ample illustration, upon the indispens- 
able rule of solid exposition, that we should possess our minds 
with a clear conception of the general design of an argumenta- 
tive work, and of the scope of the larger parts which compose 


* CaLvini Argum. in Ep. Rom. It is among the many encouraging signs of our 
times, that, in the Lutheran church, where, a century and a half ago, the name of 
Calvin was rarely mentioned without some accompaniment of reproach, such enco- 
miums as the following are now honourably given and favourably received. ‘In 
his Exposition on the Epistle to the Romans, are united pure Latinity, a solid 
method of unfolding and interpreting, founded on the principles of grammatical 
science and historical knowledge, a deeply penetrating faculty of mind, and vital - 
piety."— Tholuck’s Exp. Ep. Rom. 3d ed. Berlin, 1831, p.19.  “ John Calvin well 
merited the epithet, often given to him, of THE GREAT DivINE. Independent in the 
highest degree of other men, he most often discerns, with piercing eye, the spiritual 
mind of Paul, and with his masterly command of language, makes it so clear, that 
both the most learned student of theology and the plain affectionate believer are 
equally benefited and and satisfied.’'— Bosmer's (one of the Divinity Professors in the 
University of Berlin) Introd. to the Ep. to the Colossians, Berlin, 1829, p. 205. 
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» and are subordinate to its ultimate end; and that 
of sentences, and the interpretation of the clauses 
pine Sera form them, must proceed under the direction of 
that comprehensive and commanding view. Should it be objected 
that we have no means of acquiring that total comprehension, 
except through the investigation of the component parts, we reply 
that such investigation needs not to be, in the first instance, 
minute, and that a rapid yet closely attentive reading 
of a single and brief composition will put us into posses- 
sion of this general view. As, in the entire domain of nature and 
Pp , there is an action and a reaction which accompany 
each other, so in the example of this Commentary the reader will 
see the process in both ways, and will find that both the analysis 
and the synthesis, in the work of exposition, elucidate and prove 
each other. 

‘To some readers, the frequent introduction of grammatical 
observations, both Greek and Hebrew, may appear extraordinary. 
Those who least need such transient remarks will not be the first 
to disapprove of them. It must be recollected, .that the matter of 
the Commentary was previously delivered by the Professor in his 
lectures to the Students of the American Theological Seminary 
at Andover. They are therefore interesting, as affording, in this 
respect, a very exact exhibition of his mode of tuition, These 
are points to which the attention of such as desire to be well 
grounded in the art of sound Bible-interpretation, ought to be 
constantly and closely directed. Moreover, many of them are of 
a kind which has not been within the common range of grammar- 
school learning ; at least, not till such books as those of Buttmann, 
Matthie, Thiersch, Winer, and Alt, were brought into general 
use. For similar reasons, I am grateful for the frequent refer- 
ence which Mr. Stuart makes to the figures and forms of technical 
rhetoric and logic. The artificial terms expressing these objects 
are never, indeed, or very rarely, to be brought into the pulpit ; 
but the use of them in private study deserves every recommenda- 
tion and encouragement. ΤῸ a considerable extent, they are an 
abridged notation of the operations of thought ; and they greatly 
aid clearness of conception, and the management of the reasoning 

In their application to the exposition of the Scriptures, 
they bring much advantage, not only for elucidating the immediate 
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subject, and of leading the mind to satisfaction in the conclusions, 
but for the furnishing of lessons and examples in order to future 
practice. They belong to the manual exercise with “ the sword 
of the Spirit, which is the Worp or Gop;” but, when any man has 
attained the utmost dexterity in this exercise, let him the more 
seriously and practically remember, that the wielding arm must be 
nerved with the power of devotional piety, or he will misuse his 
weapon, and, it may be, wound himself to death. 

The excellence of this work does not only lie in the general 
felicity of the translation, in the unfolding of the design of the 
epistle, in analysing its contents, and in shewing their order and 
dependence. These are invaluable qualities; but, along with 
them, we find in this volume many instructive and excellent dis- 
sertations, both occurring incidentally in the Commentary and 
formally treated in Excursus at the end. In particular, emi- 
nent clearness and judgment, always under the guidance of an 
humble and pious disposition, appear in educing the causes of 
condemnation resting upon mankind, the nature and effects of the 
connexion between the first man and his descendants, the formal 
reason of restoration to the divine favour, and the necessity, pro- 
gress, and ultimate perfection of a real acquisition of the divine 
holiness. Penetrating and judicious, also candid and conciliatory, 
are the investigations and reflections concerning the decrees of 
God, and the manner in which the will of God has any relation to 
the sinful dispositions and actions of men. 

Mr. Stuart is one of the last men in the world to entertain the 
wish, that any should receive his sentiments without an independ- 
ent conviction of their truth. I know that it is his warm desire to 
have his views, especially those in which he differs from divines 
and scholars of high character, subjected to the most rigorous yet 
upright examination; and that it would afford him the most 
sincere gratification to have any mistaken argumentation rectified, 
and any errors disclosed, by the proper evidence. 

On this account I entertain no apprehension of displeasing 
my honoured friend, when I acknowledge myself not convinced 
by his very able discussion of the question, whether the case put, 
and the description so pathetically drawn, in the seventh chapter 
of this epistle, refers to an unconverted man or to the apostle 
himself as a sincere and practical Christian. To my humble 
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ἢ, the evidence in favour of the latter method of interpre- 
tation, seems more weighty than all which even Mr. Stuart has 
advanced against it. The scope of the passage (to evince the 
necessity of divine grace in order to the sanctification of the soul) 
appears to me to be well served by an exhibition of the self- 
displiceney which a vigilant and tender conscience entertains 
concerning its own feelings. The instances of phraseology, in 
some respect similar, which the author brings forward, in order 
to shew that the brighter side of the picture admits an application 
to an unrenewed mind, are all widely different from the case 
before us. In all of them, the bearing of the language cannot 
be mistaken: for the characters were evidently ungodly, and the 
connected parts of each description even rest upon that fact, as 
prominent in itself, and principal in the argument. Here every 
thing in the interior and essential properties of the description, 
is of a contrary kind. I am much inclined to suppose, that the 
apostle had in his memory, and that he here vividly portrays, 
the feelings of his own mind, in the period, by him never to be 
forgotten, between his being struck to the ground near the gates 
of Damascus and his receiving peace of mind by faith in his 

Redeemer. In that awful three-days, the sprriruatrry 
of the law of God was, for the first time since he received being, 

to his mental view. Tenderness of every moral feeling, 
the imitiative but genuine love of holiness and hatred of all sin, 
were now implanted in his heart by the Divine hand. If, under 
discoveries less extensive of the glory of infinite holiness and 
justice, the patriarch cried out, ““ Behold, I am vile!” and the 
prophet, “ Woe is me, for I am undone! I am a man of unclean 
lips!"—well might Saul of Tarsus, with his heart now divinely 
renewed, and under the piercing discipline of the Spirit of grace, 
leading him “to know the law,” give this largeness of scope to 
his expressions of penitential feeling. The waves and billows of 
sin, forcibly recollected though truly abhorred, overwhelmed his 
soul: deep called unto deep of vehement self-reproach and over- 
whelming woe: the supposition of pardon and acquired holiness 
was far from his mind; probably he entertained not the faintest 
hope of either: his exquisite sensibility of moral feeling, in so 
fine and generous a temperament, now governed by a purity of 
principles perfectly new to him, could not but vent itself in 
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expressions which the lapse of thirty years would not obliterate, 
but which it would be as absurd to understand in a literal and 
unmodified absoluteness, as his other declarations — that he 
was ‘ the chief of sinners,—less than the least of all saints,—not 
meet to be called an apostle.” These utterances of abasement 
and distress flow not from any unsanctified heart. Impassioned 
memory would give the force of action to the scenes which it 
raised up from the terrible gulf, out of which the mind entertained 
as yet no sense of deliverance: and hence the terms expressive of 
doing and working things most foul and abhorred, and of being 
sold for a slave to the most horrid tyrant, were employed. All 
this, though at such a distance of time, most suitably and effectively 
answered the purpose of the epistle, to prove that the moral law 
could excruciatingly discover sin, but could afford no deliverance 
from it. To those who have felt the bitterness of sin, and have 
struggled to be free from its hateful workings, who “ sorrow after 
a godly sort,”"— looking unto Him whom they have pierced; 
and mourning for him, as for an only son; and being in bitter- 
ness for him, as one that is in bitterness for a first-born ;”—to 
them, the whole description will be no paradox. Upon the whole 
subject, I beg to recommend, to both the practical Christian and 
the theological student, a volume by the Rev. James Fraser, a 
minister of the Church of Scotland in the last century, and a man 
of rare talents and devoted piety, ‘‘ The Scripture Doctrine of 
Sanctification; being a Critical Explication and Paraphrase of 
the Epistle to the Romans, chapters vi. vii. and viii. verses 1—4.” 
It may be regretted that Mr. Stuart appears not to be acquainted 
with this excellent work. 

From the leading sentiment of the first Excursus, concerning 
the application to our blessed Redeemer, of the term Son or 
Gop, I must profess my dissent: but I need not here assign my 
reasons for adhering to the commonly-received doctrine, having 
done so in a work on the Person of the Messiah, published some 
years ago. 

Fully according with the views of our esteemed author upon 
the profound and humbling subject of divine predestination, I 
cannot help lamenting, that, in Excursus [X., he has introduced 
passages from Augustine, the clearest thinker and the most scrip- 
tural divine ofall the fathers,— Anselm, (Archbishop of Canterbury, 
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one of the greatest and best of men in the worst of times, on account 
of the tyranny which he had to resist, and the superstition with 
which he was himself beclouded,)—and the excellent Dutch divine, 
Francis Gomar, the colleague and antagonist of Arminius ;— 
which are of a very offensive and revolting kind, but 
shichiwoila probably appear in a different light were they not torn 
from their connexion, or were they accompanied by the corrective 
and explicative influence of other passages from the same authors, 
Of such modifying passages, many might be found in Augustine ; 
for example: ‘It was.not the power, but the patience of God, 
that hardened Pharaoh’s heart. When the stroke of God smote 
him, in his affliction he was humbled; but when divine forbear- 
ance granted him relief, again self-elated, he resumed his pride. 
It was no compulsory power of God, but his own wickedness and 
unconquerable pride continually acting against God's commands, 
that caused Pharaoh's heart to be hardened.”* ‘ No one can 
rightly say that this hardness of heart befell Pharaoh unmeritedly: 
on the contrary, it was the punishment due to his unbelieving 
disobedience, by the judgment of the retributing God.”+ Very 
numerous are the passages of this description in other parts of the 
works of Augustine. He was not indeed a perfectly consistent, 
any more than an infallible, writer; as he often ingenuously 
acknowledged. He did not always keep in view the distinction, 
of which he had some approximating conceptions, between the 
natural and the moral power of an accountable being. But surely 
we ought to pay a superior regard to the more constant and clear 
flow of sentiment in his voluminous writings, composed at dif- 
ferent times, and in different degrees of his mental and spiritual 
progress; than to the less frequent, the harsh, and the obscure. 
As for the former of the passages which the Excursus cites from 
him (that from the book on Grace and Free-will), it is grievously 
disfigured by omissions, and by the suppressing of the immediate 
sequel, in which the African father earnestly cautions his readers 
against supposing that the hardening of the hearts of the im- 
penitent is from any other efficient cause than their own wicked- 
ness and the merited judgments of God: and he enforces his 
admonition by citing (Prov. xix. 3.), “ The foolishness of a man 


* Homil. de Tempore ; inter Homilias, 88. 
+ Exp. Prop. ex Ep. ad Rom. § 62, 
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perverteth his way, and his heart fretteth against the Lord.” In 
the whole passage, he beautifully displays the acts of penal retri- 
bution, including the Aardening under consideration, as taking 
place in the strictest rectitude according to the deserts of the 
sinner; and as forming a contrast with the principle upon which 
salvation is bestowed upon sinful man, the principle of pure, 
unmerited, rich, and glorious grace. 

Equally do I complain of the injustice done to Gomar, a faith- 
ful man of God, and a very valuable writer. I have diligently 
searched every part of his works that refers to this subject; but 
I can find no passage at all resembling the alleged citation. Yet 
there is much, very much, written in a deeply reverential spirit, 
and in the most temperate and judicious language, upon the subject 
of the divine decrees; and which is actually in the verv strain of 
Mr. Stuart’s happiest passages, and to the same tenor of senti- 
ment. 

With respect to the citation from Anselm, I can only say that, 
as Dr. Tholuck gives no reference, nor any hint to enable one to 
verify his citation, I have diligently searched the works of that 
great man, especially the express Treatises which refer to the 
doctrines of Grace and Predestination; but I have discovered no 
passage like that here alleged. On the contrary, I find many 
passages, ample and clear, upon the same subject, and indicating 
a fine judgment, a careful abstinence from rash speculation, or 
even unguarded language, and the most reverential spirit towards 
the deep things of God. For example: “1 think that, by the 
grace of God helping me, I have proved that a perfect accordance 
between the foreknowledge of God and the free choice of man is 
by no means impossible; and that there is no objection to this 
conclusion which does not admit of a satisfactory answer. It is 
evident that predestination may be affirmed, not only of the good 
actions of men, but also of those which are evil: as God is said 
to do evil; meaning not that he actually works it, but only be- 
cause, he permits it: and so he is said to harden any man, when 
the meaning is that he does not soften; and to lead into temp- 
tation, the sense still being that he does not deliver from it. 
There is, therefore, no impropriety if, in this way, we affirm that 
God predestines wicked men and their wicked actions, when 
he does not rectify them. But we say that God foreknows and 
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predestines things which are good in a more special manner; 
since he not only is the cause of their natural existence, but also 
of their moral quality, their goodness: whereas, with regard to 
evil actions, he is the cause [or support] of their essential exist- 
ence, [i. δ. the physical ground of the actions,] but not of their 
evil, When the Scripture speaks on the side of grace, it does not 
subvert the freedom of human choice: and when, on the side of 
free choice, it does not exclude grace. When, for instance, our 
Lord says, " Without me ye can do nothing,’ he does not mean, 
Your own freedom of choice avails you nothing ; but, It can effect 
nothing without my grace. And when we read, ‘ It is not of 
him that willeth nor of him that runneth, but of God who sheweth 
mercy,’ it is not denied that man’s freedom of choice is exercised 
when he wills and runs; but the intent of the passage is, that his 
so willing and running is to be ascribed, not to his own freedom 
of choice, but to grace. If to a naked person, to whom nothing 
was due on the ground of right, a garment were not given; or if, 
when given, he were to reject it; his nakedness would be imputable 
to none but himself. So when to a creature conceived and born 
in sin, and who has no right of claim for any thing but punish- 
ment, God grants to will and to run, the effect is " not of him that 
willeth or of him that runneth, but of God who sheweth mercy :” 
and, as for him who receives not that grace, or who, having 
received, rejects it, it is not of God, but of himself, that he con- 
tinues in his hardness and wickedness.”* Now, let these cita- 
tions be compared with that adduced by Tholuck and Stuart; 
and surely these will be allowed to have a claim to modify and 
explain that. If the reader will peruse the brief account of the 
character and writings of the excellent Archbishop, in Milner’s 
History of the Church of Christ, Cent. XI. chap. v., he will find 
abundant evidence of humble and tender piety crowning a mind 
of uncommon strength and sublimity. 

The fact is, that my valued friend has avowedly borrowed these 
quotations from Dr. Tholuck, who (admirable man as he is, and 
much more candid than many of his Lutheran brethren) is far from 
conceiving truly and rightly of the Calvinistic doctrines. It is 
further remarkable, with regard to the passage given as from 

* From the Tractatus de Concordia Prascientia et Pradestinationis, necnon ται αι 
Divinee, cum Libero Arbitrio, Qu. i. cap. 7. Quit, cap. 2 Qu.iii, cap. 5. 
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that will convimee such as cake che itberty Ὁ) think and examine 
for themselves? Whee will such appeals cease? And when 
shall we have reasuns weal of asertuos. cricenum in the place 
of denuncianun. and a full practxal exhibiowa of the truth, that 
the TESTIMONY of the DIVINE WUD sGumis immeasurably higher 


than all human authority ἡ" 
Joux Pre Sywira. 
Aiumeron, Jeane 1. LS 


[ ww happy m being able τὸ recommend, tv all who are engaged 
im the crideal study of the word of God. the present mmportant 
accession to our Biblical literature. From the very general appro- 
bation which Protessor Sazart’s work on the Hebrews has met 
with in this country.—a secvod editun of ic being now in the 
press :—trom the peculiar degree of inceresc which has ever 
attached to the Episcle τὸ the Romans; ami from the unsats- 
factory character of even the bess interpretadons which hare been 
given of it, I persuade myself that the present volume will attract 
no ordinary share of actention in the theolowical world. 

The exquisite tact which the author displays in exhibiting the 
finer shades of difference which exist in the phrasevlugy charac- 
teristic of the classic amd sacred writers, especially of Paul: his 
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discriminating judgment in reference to the significations of the 
prepositions, in certain connexions, and governing the different 
cases of nouns; the minute accuracy with which he weighs and 
adjusts the force of the numerous particles employed for the pur- 
poses of illustration, confirmation, transition, &c., on the right 
construction of which so much depends; and the close and rigid 
attention which he pays to the course of thought, the management 
of the argument, the scope, connexion, historical and other cir- 
cumstances, clearly evince him to be a master in this department 
of sacred science. To some he may appear to expend himself 
too largely in critical and philological research, and to furnish 
comparatively little in the way of general comment or theological 
discussion ; but this, in my opinion, constitutes his peculiar excel- 
lenee. He clears the ground, and presents his readers with the 
necessary exegetical materials, or the approved results of their 
application, and leaves it to each, according to his ability and the 
exigency of his circumstances, to rear his own superstructure. 
On some of the /oci vexati he has entered into more lengthened 
remarks, and added several important Excursus, which display 
at once his extensive acquaintance with the controversies which 
have so long and so warmly agitated the Christian world; and 
that clearness, vigour, and independence of thought, combined 
with candour and freedom from dogmatism, which are of such 
essential moment both in the pursuit and the communication of 
troth. 

That I should agree with my respected friend in every state- 
ment he has made, or in every construction which he has put on 
the words of the apostle, no one will expect: and he himself 
would, I am sure, be the last person to cherish any such expec- 
tation: yet it gives me the most sincere pleasure to have this 
opportunity of giving my humble recommendation to the work, 
and of expressing my decided conviction that the paramount 
interests of Scripture truth, and Christian edification, cannot fail 
to be greatly promoted by the study and practical evolution of 


the principles which it contains. 


Canonbury Square, May, 1833. 


E. HenpErson. 


PREFACE. 


I pus iisH to the world the result of my labours upon the epistle to 
the Romans, with unfeigned diffidence, and with a trembling sense of 
the responsibility which I incur by so doing. This epistle has been 
the grand arena, if I may so express myself, on which theological 
combatants have been contending, ever since the third century ; and 
perhaps still earlier. The turn which the apostle James has given to 
his discussion respecting justification, makes it probable, that even in 
his time there were some who abused the words of Paul, in his epistle 
to the Romans, concerning the doctrine of ‘ justification by faith without 
the deeds of law.’ If so, then it would seem, that there has been no 
period since this epistle was written, in which its meaning has not been 
more or less a subject of contest. 

How could this be otherwise, since it discusses the highest and most 
difficult of all the doctrines which pertain to the Christian system ? 
Men must be more alike in their early education, their illumination, 
their habits of reasoning, and their theological convictions, than they 
have hitherto been; and they ntust love God and each other, better 
than they have ever yet done; not to differ in their interpretation of 
the epistle to the Romans. It strikes at the root of all human pride 
and vain glory ; it aims even a deadly blow. And where a passionate 
attachment to these is rankling in the breast, how is it possible that 
this epistle should meet with a welcome reception, and the authority of 
its simple and obvious meaning be admitted? Even where the remains 
of such an attachment are still lurking within, and only now and then 
developing themselves, because the heart is in some measure unsancti- 
fied, there we cannot expect to find an unprejudiced interpretation of 
the writing in question. An epistle, which is as it were the very 
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Confession of Faith that a true Christian is to make, must needs 
receive an interpretation more or less forced, on the part of all who are 
influenced by pride, by passion, by prejudice, by ill-directed early 
instruction, or by ignorance. 

For these reasons, an interpreter of this epistle must expect opposi- 
tion at the present day, let his views be what they may, Be he 
Calvinist, Arminian, Pelagian, Antinomian, Socinian, or of any other 
sect, it is in vain for him to think of escape. Paul is a writer too 
formidable to be acknowledged as an opponent. Hence, when he is 
interpreted so that the views of one party in any particular point seem 
to be favoured, the others are very apt to unite in condemning the 
interpretation. Nothing will satisfy them, but to have such a writer 
explained as siding with them. Alas then for the interpreter! While 
he meets, perhaps, with the approbation of a few, he must of course 
‘expect the vehement dissent of many. He must make up “his mind, 
therefore, before he publishes, to bear with all this, and to bear with it 
patiently and firmly; or else he had better abstain from publishing, It 
may appear to him as a very undesirable remuneration for painful and 

labours; but it is one which others have been obliged 
to receive, and which he also must expect. The only offset for all the 
pain which this may occasion him, must be the hope, that his labours 
after all may do some good; and that, if they do not themselves on the 
whole directly advance the cause of truth, they may at least be the 
means of exciting others to make inquiries, which will result in the 
accomplishment of such an end. 

For myself, I do not profess to be free from all ΗΕ οἵ educa~ 
tion and all attachment to system, in such a degree as to make it 
certain that my views may not sometimes be affected by them. Nor 
do I profess to be so illuminated in respect to divine things, and so 
skilled in the original language and criticism of the New Testament, as 
to be certain that all my conclusions respecting the meaning of the 
epistle before us, are correct, Homo sum, et nihil ab hominibus me 
alienum puto. When, therefore, I speak in the indicative mood, and 
say that this means thus and so, the reader will not understand that 
any thing more is intended, than that this is true in my opinion. To 
be always dealing in the conditional mode, and filling one’s pages with 
if, perhaps, probably, possibly, may it not, can it not, §c. §c., would be 
intolerable in such a writing asa commentary. Besides, it would repre= 
sent the author himself as in a perpetual state of doubt or uncertainty. 
This I cannot truly say of myself. My convictions, for the most part, 
have become definite and full in respect to far the greater portion of the 
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epistle to the Romans. To represent them otherwise, would be to mis- 
represent them. | 

But this does not imply, that I am insensible of the weakness of 
human nature, or of my exposedness to err. If I have any knowledge 
of my own heart, it is very far from such insensibility. After all, how- 
ever, a man who is liable to err, may form opinions, and may be satisfied 
that they are correct. This all men do, and must do; and all which 
can be properly demanded of them is, that they should hold themselves 
open to conviction, whenever adequate reasons are offered to convince 
them of their errors. 

In this position, I trust and believe, do I hold myself, as to the 
opinions advanced in the interpretations that follow. I can say. truly, 
that there are no opinions advanced here, which have been hastily taken 
up. I have been long engaged in the exposition of the epistle to the 
Romans, and have studied it much more than any other part of the 
Bible. I have taken an extensive range in consulting commentators 
ancient and modern, as well as exegeses contained in theological essays 
and systems. This, however, I mention for one purpose, and one only, 
viz., to shew that I have not come lightly to the responsible task of 
writing and publishing a commentary on the epistle under consideration ; 
and that the opinions, therefore, which are advanced in it, are not the 
offspring of mere education or hasty conjecture. 

Dissent, and probably contradiction, are almost of course to be ex- 
pected. I may be permitted, however, respectfully to solicit those who 
may see fit to publish any thing of this nature, that they would investi- 
gate thoroughly, before they condemn what I have said. When they 
have so done, I shall value their opinion, however it may differ from 
my own. Aiming, as I trust I do, at the developement of truth, I 
shall rejoice to find any of my errors corrected; for errors no doubt 
there are in my work; and if the correction he made in the spirit of 
love and Christian friendship, so much the more acceptable will it be. 
If it be made in a different spirit, and is still a real correction, I 
would fain hope for magnanimity enough to say: Fas est ab hoste 
doceri. 

From some of those who have never deeply studied the epistle to the 
Romans, and who have a traditional and systematic exegesis which 
answers their purposes in an a priori way, I may probably expect, in 
regard to some things, vehement and unqualified dissent. Such, how- 
ever, can hardly assert the right of demanding that my views should be 
accommodated to theirs ; since we proceed, in our respective interpre- 
tations, on grounds so exceedingly diverse. I hope, therefore, that 
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such will excuse me from any obligation to contend with their exe- 


To those who may differ from me, after thorough research, I can only 
say: ‘The field is open; as open for you as for me. You have the 
same right to publish your thoughts to the world, as I have to publish 
mine; and as good a right to defend your views, as I have to proffer 
mine. The result of doing this, if done with deep, attentive, pro- 
tracted consideration, and in the spirit of kindness, cannot be otherwise 
than favourable to the interests of truth. I may not live to vindicate 
my own views where just, or to abandon the errors of which you might 
convince me; but others will live, who will do the one or the other 
for me, should it become necessary. The truth, at last, must and will 
᾿ 

I confess, frankly, that I do not expect, for this book, the favour of 
such as are truly sectarians. I have written it, so far as in my power, 
without any regard to sect or name. Doubtless my efforts have been 
imperfect; but so far as in me lay, the one only and simple inquiry 
with me has been: What did Paul mean to teach? What Calvin, or 
Augustine, or Edwards, or Arminius, or Grotius, or any other theo- 
logian or commentator has taught or said, has been with me only 
secondary and subordinate. No one is farther from disrespect to the 
great and good, than myself; but when explaining the Bible, to call no 
man master, and to bow to no system as such, are sacred principles 
with me. IfI have not always adhered to them, it results from my 
imperfection ; not from any conscious and allowed design. Of course, 
all party men in theology, will probably find some things in the follow- 
img pages with which they will not agree. How can it be otherwise? 
Thave, to the utmost of my power, left their systems out of sight, and 
made it my constant and only effort, to follow simply the way in which 
the apostle seems to lead me. Such a course will be estimated differ- 
ently from what it now is, when less attachment to system and party in 
theology, and more of simple-hearted love of the truth just as it stands 
in the Scripture, shall prevail in the churches, 

My views of Rom. v. 12—19, of vii. 5—25, and of viii. 28, seq., 
will no doubt be controverted. I have anticipated this; for who can 
help knowing, that these passages have, for time immemorial, been the 
great πρόσκομμα καὶ σκάνδαλον of theology? To hazard an interpreta- 
tion here, and not to accompany it with reasons, would be justly deemed 
presumptuous. To give reasons, demands at least the appearance of 
theologizing, Whatever of this exists in the Commentary or the 
Excursus, is, I may say, involuntary on my part. It is inserted only 
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to guard against being misunderstood, or else to support the interpreta- 
tion which I have given. In order to do this, it is now and then neces- 
sary, to shew that a different interpretation is replete with difficulties, 

some of which are insurmountable. ; 

Those who are disposed to find fault with what they may call my 
theological discussions (brief and seldom as they are), would probably 
not make any objections to such discussions, had the result of them 
been accordant with their own views, or with those of the authors whom 
they highly esteem. But how can I be under obligation, to make 
wishes of this nature a rule to guide my interpretations, or my explana- 
tion and defence of them? I know of no precept in theory, nor any 
obligation from usage, which hinders an interpreter from reasoning upon 
the doctrines which the Scriptures appear to teach, or which they have 
been represented as teaching. How can it be one’s duty, not to guard 
against the misrepresentation of his own views in respect to the meaning 
of Scripture, and not to defend those views by producing the arguments 
which appear to justify them ? 

Whatever the following pages contain, either of truth or error, they 
have been written under no ordinary sense of responsibility. The 
epistle itself must needs create such a feeling in the breast of every 
reflecting man, who undertakes to comment upon it; and in addition to 
this, I have been repeatedly interrupted in my labours by my state of 
health; and this, under circumstances which rendered it not impro- 
bable, that I should not live to see the completion of my work. The 
day of my account cannot be far distant ; and in view of it, can I pub- 
lish to the world what I do not seriously regard as being true? Can 
party purposes have any strong attractions for a man in such a con- 
dition? I hope and trust I can say, that the tribunal before which this 
and all other works are to be finally judged, appears to me a matter of 
immeasurably higher interest, than all the praise or blame which men 
can bestow. 

May that omniscient and merciful Being, the God of love and 
truth, forgive whatever of error may be in this book; and accept 
and bless to the good of his church, whatever of truth is explained 
or defended ! 

I should be ungrateful, if I should omit to mention my special 
obligations to some of the interpreters, who have laboured to explain 
the epistle to the Romans. Calvin, Grotius, J. A. Turrettin, Flatt, and 
Tholuck, have been my favourite authors; although I have by no 
means confined my reading to these. Most of all am I indebted to the 
excellent book of Tholuck on this epistle. In particular, I have often 
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telied on him, in my statements with respect to the opinions of other 
commentators, whom I had not at hand, or whom I did not think it 
important to consult myself, because I confided in his account of their 
views. But in all cases, where any considerable importance was 
attached to the opinion of this or that individual, and where it was in 
my power to consult, I have consulted for myself. Prof. Tholuck will 
easily perceive, also, if the following sheets should pass under his eye, 
that I am indebted to him for various classical quotations and allusions, 
and also for not a few valuable philological remarks, as well as views of 
the reasoning and argumentation of the apostle. He has my most un- 
feigned thanks, for all the aid which his excellent work has afforded me. 

He will also perceive, that in some places I differ from him; I do 
this, as I trust, in the spirit of kindness and brotherly love. When I 
do differ, I always give my reasons for it. As I fully believe, that his 
only aim is to come to the knowledge and developement of truth ; so I 
trust he will put a candid estimate on the full and frank expression of 
my own views, where they differ from his. May our respective 
Isbours and inquiries help to promote the great object which we both 
have in view! 

Throughout, I have adopted and expressed no views or opinions, 
without study; and none upon the authority of others. Those who 
read the following pages, will perceive, I apprehend, that while I have 
not neglected the study of other writers, I have not omitted to study 
and think for myself, Tn this way only can any advance be hoped for, 
in the all-important work of interpreting the Bible. 

I have only to add, that the present work is designed, in a special 
manner, for beginners in the study of interpretation ; and this fact will 
account for the occasional repetitions and particularity of illustration, 
which the reader will not unfrequently meet with, in his perusal of 
this volume. If all the young men in our country, who repair to 
theological seminaries, or who devote themselves in any way to the 
study of sacred criticism, had been trained in early life to the study 
‘of the classics, on such grounds as are adopted in the Gymnasia of 
Europe, many a minute remark might be spared which is now made. 
‘The reader, who finds some things which are superfluous for himself, 
when he calls this to mind, will grant me pardon for being minute and 
particular, Commentary written in a general way, leaves only a 
general and indistinct impression. It is not my aim to accomplish 
merely such an end. 

‘The more practised interpreter will not, for the most part, be dis- 
pleased with being frequently reminded of principles in grammar and 


_ XXiv PREFACE. 


criticism, which are in themselves important, and which need, in our 
Biblical studies, to be kept constantly before the mind. 

I cannot close this preface, without expressing my obligations to 
Mr. Leonard Woods, jun., who has with great assiduity, perseverance, 
and kindness, assisted in the correction of the press, in nearly all the 
sheets of the present volume, and whose aid has been important to 
me, on account of the ability and accuracy with which it has been 
rendered. 

MOSES STUART. 


THEOLOGICAL SEMIXARY, ANDOVER, 
Sept. 1832. 


THE 


EPISTLE TO THE ROMANS. 


Introduction and Salutation. 


1. Pavt, a servant of Jesus Christ, a chosen apostle, set apart for 

2 the gospel of God, ! which he formerly published by his prophets in 

3 the holy scriptures, ' concerning his Son, (who was of the seed of 

4 David as to the flesh, ' [and] was constituted the Son of God with 

power as to his holy spiritual nature, after his resurrection from the 

5 dead), Jesus Christ our Lord, | (by whom we have received grace 

and the office of an apostle, in order to promote the obedience of 

6 faith among all nations, for his name's sake, ' among whom are ye 

7 also, called of Jesus Christ), | to all who are at Rome, beloved of 

God, chosen saints; grace be unto you, and peace from God our 
Father, and the Lord Jesus Christ. 

8 First, I thank my God, through Jesus Christ, on account of you 

9 all, that your faith is spoken of in all the world. For God is my 

witness, whom I truly serve in the gospel of his Son, how unceas- 

10 ingly I make remembrance of you, ' always asking in my prayers, 

that at some time or other, if possible before long, I may (God will- 

11 ing) make a prosperous journey, and come to you. For I am de- 


τὸ that you may be confirmed. This is also [my desire], to be com- 
© forte among you by the mutual faith both of you and me. 
Moreover I would not have you ignorant, brethren, that I have 
“often purposed to come unto you, (but have been hindered until 


5 


᾿ ᾿ς εἴτουβ to see you, in order to bestow on you some spiritual favour, 
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now), that I might have some fruit among you, as also among other 
14 Gentiles. I am a debtor to both Greeks and Barbarians, to both 
15 the learned and the unlearned: such being the case, I am ready, 
according to my ability, to preach the gospel even to you who are 
at Rome. 
Subjects of consideration proposed, which constitute the distinguishing traits of the gospel. 
16 For I am not ashamed of the gospel of Christ, since it is the 
power of God unto the salvation of every one that believeth ; to the 
17 Jew first, and then to the Greek. For the justification which is of 
God, is revealed by it, [justification] by faith, in order that we may 
18 believe, as it is written: “ The just shall live by faith.” Moreover 
the wrath of God from heaven is revealed against all ungodliness, 
and unrighteousness of men who hinder the truth by unrighteousness. 


Universal depravity and guilt of the Gentiles. 


19 Because that which might be known concerning God, is manifest 
20 to them; for God hath manifested it to them; ! (for the invisible 
things of him, since the creation of the world, are clearly seen by 
the things which are made, even his eternal power and Godhead) ; 
21 so that they are without excuse: because, when they knew God, 
they glorified him not as God, neither were thankful, but became 
vain in their imaginations, and their inconsiderate mind was 
22 darkened. Professing themselves to be wise, they became fools, 
23 'and exchanged the glory of the immortal God for an image 
like to mortal man, and fowls, and four-footed beasts, and rep- 
24 tiles. Wherefore God even gave them up, in the lusts of their 
hearts, to uncleanness, to dishonour their own bodies among them- 
25 selves; who exchanged the true God for a false one, and wor- 
shipped and served the creature more than the Creator, who is 
26 blessed for ever, Amen! On account of this, God gave them up 
to base passions; for their women changed their natural use into 
27 that which is against nature. And in like manner, also, the males, 
leaving the natural use of the female, burned in their lust toward 
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each other, males with males doing that which is shameful, and 
receiving in themselves the reward of their error which is due. 
28 And inasmuch as they did not like to retain God in their know- 
ledge, God gave them up to a reprobate mind, to do those things 
29 which are base ; being filled with all iniquity, uncleanness, malice, 
covetousness, mischief; full of envy, murder, strife, deceit, malevo- 
80 lence; backbiters, open slanderers, haters of God, railers, proud, 
31 boasters, inventors of evil things, disobedient to parents, | inconsi- 
derate, covenant-breakers, destitute of natural affection, implacable, 
32 unmerciful: who knowing the ordinance of God, that they who do 
such things are worthy of death, not only do the same things, but 
‘even bestow commendation on those who do them. 


‘The Jews equally guilty with the Gentiles. 


I Ὑπεκετγοκε thou art without excuse, O man, whoever thou art 
that condemnest ; for in condemning another thou passest sentence 
upon thyself, since thou who condemnest, doest the same things. 

2 Now we know that the judgment of God is according to truth 
8. against those who do such things. Dost thou think then, O man, 
‘who condemnest those that do such things, and doest the same, that 

4 thou shalt escape the judgment of God? Or dost thou despise his 
abounding goodness, and forbearance, and long-suffering? not ac- 
knowledging that the goodness of God leadeth thee to repentance, 
δ᾽ but according to thy hard and impenitent heart, treasuring up for 
thyself wrath in the day of wrath, when the righteous judgment of 

6 God shall be revealed ; who will render to every man according to 
7 his works: to those who by patient continuance in well-doing seek 
8 for glory and honour and immortality, eternal life ; but to those 
who are contentious and disobey the truth and obey unrighteous- 

9 ness, indignation and wrath. Affliction and distress [shall be] upon 
‘every soul of man that doeth evil, first of the Jew and then of the 
10 Greek; but glory and honour and peace [shall be] to every one 


11 who doeth good, first to the Jew and then to the Greek ; (for with 
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God there is no respect of persons ; since so many as have sinned 
without law will perish without law, and so many as have sinned 
under the law will be condemned by the law, | because it is not 
those that hear the law who are just with God, but those that obey 
the law who will be justified; for when the Gentiles who have no 
law, do in a natural state such things as the law requireth, these being 
destitute of the law, are a law to themselves; who shew that the 
work which the law requireth, is written upon their hearts, their 
conscience bearing witness, and their thoughts alternately accusing 
or excusing); in the day when God shall judge the secret things 
of men by Jesus Christ, according to my gospel. 

If now thou art called a Jew, and dost rest upon the law, and 
make thy boast of God, ' and art acquainted with [his] will, and 
canst distinguish things which differ, being instructed by the law ; 
thou art confident, too, of being thyself a guide to the blind, a light 
to those who are in darkness, ' an instructor of the ignorant, a 
teacher of little children, one having the representation of true 
knowledge in the law; dost thou, then, who teachest another, not 
instruct thyself? Dost thou who preachest against stealing, thyself 
steal? | Dost thou who forbiddest to commit adultery, thyself com- 
mit adultery ? Dost thou who abhorrest idols, thyself commit rob- 
bery in holy things? Dost thou who makest thy boast of the law, 
thyself dishonour God by transgressing the law? ‘‘ For the name 


of God is blasphemed by you among the Gentiles;” as it is written. 
Circumcision indeed is profitable, if thou dost obey the law ; but if 
thou art a transgressor of the law, thy circumcision becometh uncir- 
cumcision. If then he who is uncircumcised keep the precepts of 
the law, shall not his uncircumcision be counted for circumcision ? 
Yea, he who keepeth the law, in his natural uncircumcised state, 
will condemn thee, who, in possession of the Scriptures and a par- 
taker of circumcision, art a transgressor of the law. For he is not 
8 Jew, who is one outwardly ; nor is that which is outward, [merely] 


in the flesh, circumcision. But he is a Jew, who is one inwardly ; 


ROMANS II]. 1—18. 13 
and circumcision is of the heart, spiritual not literal ; whose praise 
is not of men, but of God. 
nc = en =a aia 

ΠῚ. * Wnar then is the advantage of the Jew? Or what the profit 
of circumcision 2” 

= ‘Much, in divers respects; the most important however is, that 
they were entrusted with the oracles of God, 

8 * What then if some did not believe? Will their unbelief ren- 
der the faithfulness of God of no effect ?" 

4 By no means; but let God be [counted] true, although every 
man [be counted] false; as it is written: “ That thou mightest be 
justified when thou speakest, and overcome when thou judgest.” 

5 — * Butif our unrighteousness commend the righteousness of God, 
what shall we say? Is God unjust, who inflicteth punishment?” 

6 (I speak after the manner of men). By no means ; otherwise, 
how shall God judge the world? 

7 —_ * Still, if God's faithfulness to his word has, on account of my 
deceitfulness, abounded more unto his glory, why am I any longer 
eoudemned as‘a sinner?’ 

8 Shall we then [say], (as it is slanderously reported and as some 
affirm that we do say): Let us do evil that good may come? whose 
condemnation is just. 

9 ‘What then? Have we any pre-eminence?’ None at all; for 
owe have already made the accusation against both Jews and Gen- 

10 tiles, that they are all under sin. As it is written: “ There is none 

11 righteous, not even one; there is none who understandeth, there is 

12 none who secketh after God ; all have gone out of the way, together 

have they become corrupt ; there is none who doeth good, not even 
13 one. Their throat is an open sepulchre; with their tongues do 
14 they deceive. ‘The poison of asps is under their lips. ! Whose mouth 
15 is full of cursing and bitterness. Their feet are swift to shed blood ; 
ΤΠ} destruction and misery attend their steps; ' the way of peace they 
18 know not. There is no fear of God before their eyes.” 
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19 Now we know that whatsoever things the law saith, it speaketh 
to those who have the law; so that every mouth must be stopped, and 

20 the whole world become guilty before God. Wherefore by works 
of law shall no flesh be justified before him; for by law is the 
knowledge of sin. 


Gratuitous Justification by Christ is the only way of salvation. 
21 But now, the justification which is of God, without law, is re- 
vealed ; to which testimony is given by the law and the prophets; 
22 a justification, moreover, which is of God by faith in Jesus Christ, 
[offered] to all and [bestowed] on all who believe; for there is no 
23 distinction. For all have sinned and come short of the glory which 
24 God bestows, | being justified freely by his grace through the re- 
25 demption which is in Christ Jesus; whom God hath set forth as a 
propitiatory [sacrifice] by faith in his blood, in order to declare his 
justification with respect to the remission of sins formerly committed 
26 during the forbearance of God; in order to declare his justification 
at the present time; so that he might be just and yet the justifier of 
him that believeth in Jesus. 
27 Where then is boasting? It is excluded. By what law? Of 
28 works? Nay, but by the law of faith; for we have come to the con- 
29 clusion, that a man is justified by faith, without works of law. Is he 
the God of the Jews only? Is he not also of the Gentiles? Yea, of 
80 the Gentiles also; since it is one and the same God who will justify 
81 the circumcised by faith, and the uncircumcised by faith. Do we 
then make void the law, through faith? By no means; we confirm 
the law. 


The Scriptures of the Old Testament, i.e. the law, teach the doctrine of Justification by grace only. 


IV. ‘ Wuat then shall we say that Abraham our father obtained, in 
respect to the flesh?’ 

2 [Much];* if, however, Abraham was justified by works, he 

3 hath ground for glorying; but [this he hath] not before God. For 


® Comp. iii. 1, 2. 
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what saith the Scripture? “And Abraham believed God, and it 

4 was counted to him for righteousness.” Now to him that worketh, 

5 reward is not counted as a matter of grace, but as a debt; but to 
him who worketh not, but believeth on him who justifieth the ungodly, 
his faith is counted for righteousness. 

6 Tn like manner, also, Dayid describeth the blessedness of the 

7 man, to whom God imputeth righteousness without works: “ Blessed 
‘are they, whose iniquities are forgiven, and whose sins are covered ; 

§ blessed is the man, to whom the Lord imputeth not iniquity.” 

9  *{Cometh] this blessedness, then, upon those who are circum- , 
cised [only], or also upon the uncircumcised? For we say, that 
faith was counted to Abraham for righteousness.’ 

10 ον then was it counted? While he was in a state of circum- 
cision, or of uncircumcision? Not in a state of circumcision, but of 

11 uncireumcision. And he received the sign of circumcision, as a 
seal of the righteousness by faith which [he possessed] in a state of 
‘uncireumcision; in order that he might be the father of all the 
‘uncircumcised who believe, so that righteousness might be counted 

12 to them; and also the father of the circumcised, who are not only 
οἵ the circumcision, but walk in the steps of that faith which our 
father Abraham had while in a state of uncircumcision, 

13‘ For the promise was not made by law to Abraham or to his seed, 
that he should be heir of the world ; but by the righteousness of faith, 

14 If now they who are of the law, are heirs, faith is rendered of no 
effect, and the promise is made void ; for the law is the occasion of 
wrath, because where there is no law, there is no transgression. 

16 On this account it was of faith, that it might be of grace, in order 
that the promise might be sure to all the seed, not only to him who 
is under the law, but to him who is of the faith of Abraham ;—who 

17 is the father of us all, ' (according to what is written: “A father of 
many nations have I made thee"), in the sight of God in whom he 
believed, who giveth life to the dead, and calleth the things which 
are not, as if they were. 
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[It was] he who, against hope, believed in hope, that he should 
become the father of many nations, (according to what had been 
said: “So shall thy seed be”); ' and being not weak in faith, he 
considered not his own body already dead (as he was about one hun- 
dred years of age), nor yet the deadness of Sarah’s womb; neither 
did he through unbelief doubt the promise of God, but he was strong 
in faith, giving glory to God; yea, he was fully persuaded that what 
he had promised, he was also able to perform. Wherefore it was 
verily counted to him for righteousness. But it was not recorded 
merely for his sake, that it was counted to him; but also for our 
sake to whom it will be counted, to us who believe on him who 
raised up Jesus our Lord from the dead, ' who was delivered up on 
account of our offences, and was raised for the sake of our justifica- 


tion. 


The Fruits of Justification, as to their certainty and extent. 


THEREFORE being justified by faith, we have peace with God, 
through our Lord Jesus Christ; by whom also we have obtained 
access, through faith, unto this state of grace in which we stand, 
and rejoice in hope of the glory of God. 

And not only so, but we rejoice also in our afflictions ; knowing 
that affliction produceth patience, | and patience approbation, and 
approbation hope, ' and hope maketh not ashamed ; for the love of 
God is shed abroad in our hearts, by the Holy Spirit which is given 
tous. For while we were yet without strength, Christ died in due 
time for the ungodly. Now scarcely for a just man will any one 
die ; although for a good man some one, perhaps, might even ven- 
ture to die. But God commendeth his love to us, in that while we 


were yet sinners, Christ died for us. Much more, then, being now 


10 justified by his blood, shall we be saved from wrath by him. For if, 


when we were eneinies, we were reconciled to God by the death 
of his Son; much more, being reconciled, shall we be saved by his 
life. 
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11 And not only so, but we also rejoice in God through our Lord 
Jesus Christ, by whom we have now'obtained reconciliation. 
12 In respect to this [I say], as by one man sin entered the world, 
and death by sin; and in like manner death came upon all men, 
13 because that all have sinned; (for until the law sin was in the 
14 world, although sin is not accounted of where there is no law; yet 
death reigned from Adam unto Moses, even over those who had not 
sinned in like mapner as Adam transgressed: who is a type of him 
15 that was to come. But not as the offence, so the free gift also; for 
if by the offence of one the many died, much more has the grace of 
God and the gift which is by the grace of one man, Jesus Christ, 
16 abounded unto the many. Yea, not as [the condemnation] by one 
who sinned, is the free gift; for sentence was by one [offence] unto 
condemnation, but the free gift is unto justification from many 
17 offences. For if by the offence of one, death reigned on account of 
‘one [offence], much more shall they who receive abundance of 
grace and of the gift of justification, reign in life by one, Jesus 
18 Christ); therefore, as by one offence [sentence came] upon all men 
unto condemnation, so by the righteousness of one [sentence came] 
19 upon all men unto justification of life ; for as by the disobedience of 
one man the many were constituted sinners, so by the obedience of 
one the many will be constituted righteous. 
20 ‘The law, moreover, was introduced, so that offence would 
21 abound; but where sin abounded, grace superabounded : so that, 
as sin reigned by death, in like manner grace also will reign by jus- 
tification unto eternal life, through Jesus Christ our Lord. 


{Getaltous justification does not encourage mien to sin, but restrains them stom it 

ΥἹ. * Wurar shall we say then? Shall we continue in sin, that grace 
may abound?" 

2  Bynomeans. How shall we, who are dead to sin, any longer 

8 live in it? Know ye not, that so many of us as have been baptized 

4 into Christ Jesus, have been baptized into his death? We then 
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have been buried with him by baptism into his death; so that, as 
Christ was raised from the-dead by the glory of the Father, in like 
manner we also should walk in newness of life. For if we have 
become kindred with him by a death like his, then we shall be also 
by a resurrection ; knowing this, that our old man is crucified, as 
he was, that the body of sin might be destroyed, so that we should 


3} no longer serve sin: for he who is dead, is freed from sin. If 
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now we are dead with Christ, we believe that we shall also live with 
him ; knowing that Christ, being raised from the dead, dieth no 
more, death hath no longer any dominion over him. For in that 
he died, he died once for all unto sin; but in that he liveth, he 
liveth unto God. In like manner you also must account yourselves 
dead unto sin, but alive unto God through Jesus Christ. 

Let not sin reign, then, in your mortal body, that ye should obey 
the lusts thereof; neither proffer your members to sin as instru- 
ments of iniquity; but proffer yourselves to God as alive from the 
dead, and your members to God as instruments of righteousness. 
For sin shall not have dominion over you: since ye are not under 
law, but under grace. 

‘What then? Shall we sin, because we are not under law, but 
under grace?’ 

By no means. Know ye not, that to whomsoever ye proffer 
yourselves as servants ready to obey, ye are servants to him whom 
ye obey, whether of sin unto death, or of obedience unto justifica- 
tion? But thanks be to God, that ye were the servants of sin, but 
have become obedient from the heart to that model of doctrine in 


18 which ye have been instructed. Moreover being freed from sin, ye 
19 have become the servants of righteousness: (1 speak in language 


usual to men, because of the weakness occasioned by your flesh.) 
As then ye have proffered your members for servants to impurity 


and iniquity, in order to commit iniquity ; so now proffer your mem- 


20 bers to righteousness, in order to be holy. For when ye were the 


21 


servants of sin, ye were frec in respect to righteousness. What 
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fait had ye then, in those things of which ye are now ashamed ἢ 
22 for the end of those things is death. But now, being freed from 
sin, and having become servants to God, ye have fruit in respect to 
23 holiness, and in the end [ye will have] eternal life. For the wages 
of sin is death ; but the gift of God, eternal life, through Jesus Christ 
our Lord. 


‘Those who are under law, cannot be freed from the power and penalty of sin. 

VII. Know ye not, brethren, (for I speak to those who are acquaint- 
ed with the law), that the law hath dominion over a man so long as 

2 he liveth? For the married woman is bound to her husband, so 
long as he liveth; but if her husband die, she is freed from the law 

8 ofherhusband. Therefore, if she marry another while her husband 
is living, she must be called an adulteress ; but if her husband die, 
she is freed from the law, so that she will not become an adulteress 
‘by marrying another husband. 

4 Thus, my brethren, ye also have become dead to the law by the 
body of Christ, in order that ye should be joined to another who is 
from the dead; so that we may bring forth fruit unto God. 

5 For when we were in the flesh, our sinful passions which were by 
the law, wrought powerfully in our members to bring forth fruit unto 

6 death; but now we are freed from the law by which we were held in 
bondage, inasmuch as we have become dead to it; so that we must 
serve [God] in newness of spirit, and not in the old and literal man- 
ner. 

7 * What shall we say then? Is the law sin?’ 

By no means. Still, I had not known sin except by the law; 
for I had not known even inordinate desire, unless the law had said: 

Β * Thou shalt not lust,” But sin, taking occasion by the command- 
ment, wrought in me all manner of inordinate desire; for without 

Θ the law sin is dead. For I was alive, once, without the law; but 

10 when the commandment came, sin revived, | but I died; yea, the 
commandment which was unto life, the very same was found to be 
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death to me. For sin taking occasion by the commandment de- 
ceived me, and by it slew me; wherefore the law is holy, and the 
commandment holy and just and good. 

‘ Has then that which is good become death to me ?’ 

By no means; but sin [becomes death], in order that it might 
manifest itself; causing death to me by that which is good, so that 
sin (through the commandment) might be exceedingly sinful. For 
we know that the law is spiritual ; but I am carnal, sold under sin. 
For that which I do, I approve not; since it is not what I de- 
sire which I do, but I do that which I hate. If now I do that which 
I desire not, I consent that the law is good. But now it is no longer 
I who do this, but sin which dwelleth in me. For I know that in 
me, that is in my flesh, there dwelleth no good thing ; for to desire 
what is good, is easy for me, but to do it I find difficult. For the 
good which I desire, that I do not; but the evil which I desire not, 
that Ido. Now if I do that which I desire not, it is no longer 
I who do it, but sin which dwelleth in me. I find, then, that it is 
a law to me, when desirous to do good, that evil is near tome. For 
I take pleasure in the law of God, as to the inner man; but 1 per- 
ceive another law in my members, warring against the law of my 
mind, and making me a captive to the law of sin which is in my 
members. Wretched man that Iam! Who shall deliver me from 
the body which causeth this death? I thank God, through Jesus 
Christ our Lord! Wherefore I, the same person, serve with my 
mind the law of God, but with my flesh the law of sin. 


A state of grace delivers from the bondage and penalty of sin. 


VIII. Bur now, there is no condemnation to those who are in Christ 


2 
3 


Jesus.* For the law of the spirit of life in Christ Jesus, hath freed 
me from the law of sin and death. For what the law could not ac- 
complish, in that it was weak through the flesh, God sending his own 


© Who walk not after the ficsh but after the Spirit, is probably spurious here, and is 
therefore omitted. 
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Son in the likeness of sinful flesh [accomplished], and [by an offer- 
4 ing) for sin condemned sin in the flesh ; so that the precepts of the 
law might be fulfilled by us, who walk not according to the flesh, ἡ 
ὦ but according to the Spirit. For they who are according to the 
flesb, concern themselves with the things of the flesh ; but they who 
6 are according to the Spirit, with the things of the Spirit. For the 
mind of the flesh is death; but the mind of the Spirit is life and 
7 peace. Because the mind of the flesh is enmity against God ; for it 
5 is not subject to his law, nor indeed can it be. Those, then, who 
9 are in the flesh, cannot please God. Ye, however, are not in the 
flesh, but in the Spirit, if so be that the Spirit of God dwelleth in 
you. But if any one hath not the Spirit of Christ, he is none of his. 
10 But if Christ be in you, the body indeed is mortified on account of 
11 sin, but the spirit liveth on account of righteousness. But if the 
Spirit of him who raised up Jesus from the dead, dwelleth in you, 
he who raised up Christ from the dead, will also quicken your 
mortal bodies by his Spirit which dwelleth in you. 
12 Therefore, brethren, we are not debtors to the flesh, to live ac- 
13 cording to the flesh; for if ye live according to the flesh, ye shall 
die; but if, through the Spirit, ye mortify the deeds of the body, ye 
14 shall live. For as many as are led by the Spirit of God, these are 
15 the sons of God. For ye have not received a servile spirit, that ye 
should again be in fear; but ye have received a filial spirit, by 
16 which we cry: Abba, Father! The same Spirit beareth witness to 
17 our spirit, that we are children of God. But if children, then heirs; 
heirs truly of God, and joint heirs with Christ, if so be that we 
suffer with him, in order that we may also be glorified with him. 


Fruits of the grace and sanctification proffered in the gospel, 
18 Moreover, I count not the sufferings of the present time as 
‘worthy of comparison with the glory which is to be revealed to us. 
19 For the earnest expectation of the creature is waiting for the mani- 
20 festation [of this glory] of the children of God. For the creature 
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was made subject to frailty, (not of its own choice, but by him who 
put it in subjection), in hope that this same creature may be freed 
from the bondage of a perishing state, and [brought] into the glo- 
rious liberty of the children of God. For we know that all creatures 
sigh together and are in anguish, even to the present time. And 
not only so, but we who have the first fruits of the Spirit, even we 
ourselves groan within ourselves, waiting for [our] adoption as 
children, the redemption of our bodies. For even we are saved 
[only] in hope. Now hope which is seen, is not hope; for what a 
man seeth, how doth he still hope for it? But if we hope for that 
which we do not see, we patiently wait for it. 

In like manner, also, the Spirit helpeth our infirmities ; for we 
know not what we should pray for as we ought; the same Spirit, 
however, maketh intercession for us in sighs which cannot be ut- 
tered; but he who searcheth hearts, knoweth the mind of the 
Spirit, for he maketh intercession in behalf of the saints according 
to the will of God. 

We know, moreover, that all things work together for good to 
those who love God, to those who are called according to his pur- 
pose. For those whom he foreknew, he also predestinated to be 
conformed to the image of his Son, in order that he should be 
the First-born among many brethren. Those also whom he pre- 
destinated, the same he likewise called; and those whom he called, 
the same he also justified ; and those whom he justified, the same 
he also glorified. 

What shall we say, then, concerning these things? If God be 
for us, who is against us? Even he who spared not his own Son, 
but freely gave him up for us all—how shall he not also, with him, 
freely give us all things? ' Who shall accuse the elect of God? It 
is God that justifieth ; | who is he that condemneth? It is Christ 
who died [for us]; yea rather, who is risen, and who is at the right 
hand of God, and who intercedeth for us. Who shall separate us 
from the love of Christ? Shall affliction, or anguish, or persecution, 
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36 or famine, or nakedness, or peril, or sword? (As it is written: 
“ For thy sake are we continually exposed to death, we are counted 

37 as sheep for the slaughter.”) Nay, in all these things we are more 

$8 than conquerors, through him who loved us. For I am per- 
suaded, that neither death nor life, neither angels nor principalities, 

89 neither things present nor future, nor powers, ! neither height nor 
depth, nor any other created thing, shall be able to separate us from 
the love of God, which is in Christ Jesus our Lord. 


God eas & right to make those whom he chooses, to be partakers of his favour; and this right he 
Heoaiwaytesmetiod Me 


ΙΧ. I sax the truth in Christ, I do not speak falsely, (as my con- 
2 science testifieth for me in the Holy Spirit)! that I have great 
$ sorrow and continual anguish in my heart, For I could wish 

even myself to be devoted to destruction by Christ, instead of my 
4 brethren, my kinsmen after the flesh; ' who are Israelites; to 
whom pertaineth the adoption, and the glory, and the covenants, 
5 and the giving of the law, and the rites of service, and the pro- 
mises; whose are the fathers; and from whom Christ [descended] 
im respect to the flesh, who is God over all, blessed for ever, Amen! 
6 However, it is not so that the word of God has been rendered 
7 void; for they are not all Israel, who are of Israel ; | neither are all 
8 the seed of Abraham children, | but, “ In Isaac shall thy seed be 
called ;” that is, not the children of the flesh are the children of 
9 God, but the children of promise are counted for the seed. For the 
word of promise was thus: “ According to this time will I come, 
and Sarah shall have a son.” 

10 And not only so, but Rebecca also, having conceived by one, Isaac 

11 our father, ' (for (the children] being not yet born, neither having 

done any thing good or evil, that the purpose of God according to 

12 election might stand, not of works but of him that calleth), | it was 
13 said to her: “ The elder shall serve the younger ;” | as it is written τ 

tt Jacob have I loved, but Esau have I hated.” 

4 * What shall we say then? Is there unrighteousness with God ?’ 
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15 By no means; for he saith to Moses: “1 will have mercy on 
whomsoever I will have mercy, and I will have compassion on 
16 whomsoever I will have compassion.” Therefore it is not of him 
that willeth, nor of him that runneth, but of God who sheweth 
17 mercy. For the Scripture saith to Pharaoh: “ For this very pur- 
pose have I roused thee up, that I might shew forth my power in 
18 thee, and declare my name in all the land.” Therefore, on whom 
he will he hath mercy, and whom he will he hardeneth. 
19 Thou wilt say then to me: Why doth he yet find fault, for who 
20 hath resisted his will? Who then art thou, O man, that repliest 
against God? Shall the thing formed say to him who formed it: 
21 Why hast thou made me thus? Hath not the potter power over the 
clay, to make out of the same lump one vessel to honour and an- 
22 other to dishonour? What now if God, purposing to manifest his 
indignation and make known his power, endured with much long- 
23 suffering the vessels of wrath fitted for destruction? And that he 
might make known the riches of his glory toward the vessels of 
24 mercy which he had before prepared for glory, ' [shewed mercy] | 
even to us whom he hath called, not only of the Jews but also of 
25 the Gentiles. As he saith also in Hosea: “TI will call him who was 
not my people, my people ; and her who was not my beloved, be- 
26 loved. And it shall come to pass, that in the place where it was 
said to them: ‘Ye are not my people,’ there shall they be called 
the sons of the living God.” 
27 Isaiah moreover says concerning Israel : ‘ Although the number 
of the children of Israel be as the sand of the sea, only a remnant 
28 shall be saved. For he will execute his word, [which] he hath de- 
creed in righteousness; for the Lord will execute his word decreed 
29 concerning the land.” Yea, as Isaiah had before said: “ Except 
the Lord of Sabaoth had left us a remnant, we should have been 
like Sodom, we should have been made like to Gomorrah.” 
30 ‘What shall we say then?’ That the Gentiles, who did not seek 
after justification, have obtained justification, even that justification 
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81 which is by faith; but Isracl, who sought after a law of justifi- 

32 cation, have not attained to a law of justification. Why? Because 
[they sought] not by faith, but by works of law ; for they stumbled 

33 at the stone of stumbling; ' as it is written: “ Behold! I lay in 
Zion a stone of stumbling and a rock of offence ; but every one 
who believeth on him shall not be ashamed.” 


‘The unbelief and rejection of the Jews, and the reception of the Gentiles through faith, are truly 

consistent with the declarations of the ancient Scriptures. 

X. Βπετηπεν, the kind desire of my heart and my prayer to God for 
2 them is, that they may be saved. For I bear them witness, that they 
3 have a zeal for God, but not according to knowledge. For being 

ignorant of the justification which is of God, and seeking to establish 
their own justification, they have not submitted themselves to the 
4 justification which is of God. For Christ is the end of the law, for 
justification to every one who believeth. 
5 Now Moses thus describeth the justification which is of the law: 
6 “The man who doeth these things, shall live by them.” But justi- 
fication by faith speaketh in this manner : “Say not in thine heart, 
Who shall ascend into heaven ?” that is, to bring down Christ ; 
7 “Who shall descend into the abyss?” that is, to bring up Christ 
8 from the dead. But what saith it? ‘‘ The word is near to thee, in 
thy mouth and in thy heart ;” that is, the word of faith which we 
9 preach. For if thou shalt openly confess the Lord Jesus with thy 
month, and believe in thy heart that God raised him from the dead, 

10 thou shalt be sayed; because with the heart man believeth unto 

justification, and with the mouth confession is made unto salvation. 

11 For the Scripture saith: “No one who believeth on him, shall be 

ashamed.” 

12 There is, then, no difference between Jew and Greek ; for there 

is the same Lord of all, who is rich [in mercy] unto all them that 

13 call upon him; since “every one who calleth on the name of the 

Lord, shall be saved.” 


Ty 
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14 ‘How, then, shall they call on him in whom they have not be- 

lieved? And how shall they believe in him of whom they have not 

15 heard? And how shall they hear without a preacher?! And how 

shall they preach, except they be sent ?’ 
Even so is it written: ‘‘ How beautiful are the feet of those who 

16 publish salvation, who proclaim good tidings!” Yet all have not 

obeyed the gospel; for Isaiah saith: ‘‘ Lord, who hath believed our 
report ?” 

17 ‘Faith, then, cometh by hearing; and hearing by the word of 

God.’ 

18 But I say, Have they not heard? Yea truly, “ their sound hath 

gone forth into all the earth; their words to the ends of the world.” 

19 I say, moreover: Doth not Israel know? First Moses saith: “I 

will move you to jealousy by that which is no nation; I will excite 

20 your indignation by a foolish people.’’ But Isaiah is very bold, and 

saith : “1 was found by those who sought me not; I made myself 

21 manifest to those who did not inquire for me.” But concerning 

Israel he saith: ‘ All the day long, have I stretched out my hand to 
a disobedient and gainsaying people.” 

God has not cast away the Jews entirely and utterly. Some are now saved; and all will finally be 
converted, with the fulness of the Gentiles. God’s dealings with them are unsearchable, but 
XI. ‘I say then, hath God cast away his own people ?’ 

2 By no means; for I myself am an Israelite, of the seed of Abra- 
ham, of the tribe of Benjamin. God hath not cast away his people 
whom he foreknew. Know ye not what the Scripture saith in 
[the history of] Elijah, when he maketh intercession to God against 

3 Israel? ‘ Lord, they have killed thy prophets, and digged down thine 

4 altars; and I only am left, and they are seeking my life.” But what 
saith the answer of God to him? “1 have reserved for myself 

5 seven thousand men, who have not bowed the knee to Baal.” In 
like manner, now, there is also at the present time a remnant ac- 

6 cording to the election of grace. But if it be of grace, then it is no 
more of works; otherwise grace is no more grace. But if it be of 
works, it is no more of grace ; otherwise work is no more work. 
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7 ‘What then? That which Israel sought after, he hath not 
obtained.’ : 
8 But the elect have obtained it ; and the rest were blinded; ' as 
it is written : “God hath given them the spirit of slumber, eyes that 
9 see not, and ears that hear not, even unto this day.” David also 
saith: “Let their table become a snare to catch them, and an oc- 
10 casion of falling, and a recompense to them. Let their eyes be 
darkened so that they cannot see, and their back be always bowed 
down.” 
π *I say then: Have they stumbled so as utterly to fall ?' 
By no means; but by their fall salvation [is come] to the Gen- 
12 tiles, to provoke their emulation. If now their fall hath been the 
riches of the world, and their degradation the riches of the Gentiles, 
13 how much more their fulness! I say this, however, to you Gentiles, 
(for, inasmuch as I am truly an apostle of the Gentiles, 1 do honour 
14 to my office), | so that, if possible, I may excite to emulation some 
of my kinsmen after the flesh, and save some of them. 
15 If then the casting away of them be the reconciliation of the world, 
16 what shall the reception of them be, but life from the dead? If 
‘moreover, the first-fruits were holy, so shall the mass be; and if the 
17 root be holy, so will be the branches. If, also, some of the branches 
were broken off, and thon being a wild olive wert engrafted in their 
18 stead, and made partaker of the root and fatness of the olive, ! glory 
‘not over the branches; but if thon dost glory, thou dost not support 
19 the root, but the root thee. Thou wilt say, then: ‘The branches 
20 were broken off, that I might be grafted in.’ Be it so; they were 
‘broken off by unbelief, and thou standest by faith; be not high- 
51 ‘minded, but fear; for if God spared not the natural branches, then 
surely he will not spare thee. 
22 Behold, then, the kindness and the severity of God! Severity to- 
‘ward them who have fallen away; but kindness toward thee, provided 
23 thon dost abide in his kindness, otherwise thou shalt be cut off. And 


they also, unless they continue in unbelief, shall be grafted in; for 
ε2 
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24 God is able again to graft them in. For if thou wert cut out from the 
olive which was wild by nature, and wert grafted into the good olive, 
contrary to thy nature; how much more shall the natural branches 
be grafted into their own olive! 

25 Moreover, I would not have you ignorant, brethren, of this mys- 
tery, (lest ye should be wise in your own conceit), that blindness has 
come upon Israel in part, until the fulness of the Gentiles shall come 

26 in. And then all Israel shall be saved; even as it is written: “ A 
deliverer shall come out of Zion, and shall turn away ungodliness 

27 from Jacob ;” ! also: “ This is my covenant with them, when I shall 

28 take away their sins.” In respect to the gospel, [they have become ] 
enemies on your account; but in respect to the election, [they are] 

29 beloved for their fathers’ sake. For the gifts and calling of God, he 

80 will not repent of. For as ye were formerly disobedient to God, but 

31 have now obtained mercy through their unbelief; thus also they 
have now become disobedient, so that they may obtain mercy 

32 through the mercy shewn to you. For God hath given over all to 
unbelief, so that he might have mercy on all. 

38 O the boundless riches and wisdom and knowledge of God! 

34 How unsearchable are his counsels, and his ways past finding out ! 
For who hath known the mind of the Lord, or who hath been his 

35 counsellor? Or who hath first given him any thing, that he may be 

86 repaid? For of him, and by him, and for him, are all things; to 
him be glory for ever, Amen! 


Exhortation to piety, humility, diligent improvement of gifts, kind sympathy, and benevolent 
feeling. 


XII. I ENTREAT you, therefore, by the tender mercies of God, to pre- 

sent your bodies a living sacrifice, holy, acceptable to God, which is 

2 your rational service. And be not conformed to this world; but be 

ye transformed by the renewing of your mind, that ye may learn 

what the will of God is, even that which is good and acceptable and 
perfect. 


3 I say, moreover, by the grace given to me, to every one among 
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‘you, that he think not of himself more highly than he ought to think, 
‘but that he think modestly, according to the measure of faith which 
4 God hath imparted to him. For as in one body we have many mem- 
5 bers, but all the members have not the same office ; so we, being 
many, are one body in Christ, and are members one of another. 
6 Having then gifts which differ according to the grace that is 
given us, whether prophecy, [let it be] according to the proportion 
” 7 offaith; ' whether ministry, [let there be diligence] in ministration ; 
8 whether teaching; in instruction ; ' or exhorting, in exhortation. 
‘Let the distributor [do his duty] with simplicity; the superintend- 
ant, with diligence ; he who performs offices of compassion, with 
® cheerfulness. Let benevolence be sincere ; abhor that which is 
evil; cleave to that which is good. 
10 ΑΔΒ to brotherly love, [be] kindly affectionate one toward an- 
11 other; as to honour, give to each other the preference: ! as to dili- 
12 gence, be not slothful, be fervent in spirit, serving the Lord. 
Rejoice in hope; be patient in affliction; persevere in prayer. 
Τὸ Supply the wants of the saints; practise hospitality. Bless 
45 those who curse you; bless and curse not. Rejoice with those 
16 who rejoice ; and weep with those who weep. Think mutually 
the same thing; do not regard high things, but suffer yourselves 
to be influenced by humble ones. Be not wise in your own con- 
ceit. 
Ww Render to no man evil for evil; seek after that which is good 
18 in the sight of all. If it be possible, so far as in you lieth, be 
19 at peace with all men, Avenge not yourselves, beloved; but 
give place to [divine] indignation; for it is written: “ Retribution 
20 is mine, I will make it, saith the Lord.” Therefore, “if thine 
enemy hunger, feed him; if he thirst, give him drink ; for in so 
21 doing, thou shalt heap coals of fire upon his head." Be not over- 
come by evil, but overcome evil with good. 
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Exhortation to obey civil rulers, and to exhibit a kind and peaceable demeanor toward all men. 


XIII. Ler every soul be subject to the supreme magistracies ; for 

there is no magistracy except by divine permission ; and those 

2 which be, are ordained of God. So he that resisteth the magis- 

tracy, resisteth the ordinance of God; and they who resist, shall 

8 receive punishment for themselves. For rulers are not a terror to 

good works, but to evil ones ; and wilt thou not stand in awe of the 

4 magistracy? Do good, and thou shalt have praise for it; for [the 

magistrate | is a servant of God for thy benefit. But if thou doest 

evil, fear ; for he beareth the sword not in vain, since he is the 

5 minister of God, condemning to punishment the evil-doer. There- 

fore we ought to yield subjection, not only because of punishment, 
but for conscience’ sake. 

6 On the same account, moreover, we should also pay tribute; for 

7 they are God's ministers who attend to this matter. Render, there- 

fore, to all that which is due; tribute, to whom tribute ; custom, to 

8 whom custom ; fear, to whom fear; honour, to whom honour. Owe 

no man any thing, except to love one another; for he who loveth 

9 another, fulfilleth the law. For this [is the law]: “Thou shalt not 

commit adultery ; thou shalt not kill ; thou shalt not steal ; thou shalt 

not covet;” and if there be any other command, it is summarily com- 

prehended in this precept, namely: “Thou shalt love thy neighbour 

10 as thyself.” Love worketh no ill to its neighbour; love, then, is 
the fulfilling of the law. 

11 And this [40], considering the time, that the hour is already 

come when we should awake out of sleep ; for now is our salvation 

12 nearer than when we believed. The night is far spent, the day is 

at hand; let us put away then the works of darkness, and put on the 

13 armour of light. Let us walk in a becoming manner, as by day; 

not in revelling and drunkenness, not in chambering and wanton- 

14 ness, not in strife and bitter envy; ' but put ye on the Lord Jesus 


Christ, and make no provision for the flesh, in respect to its lusts. 


ROMANS XIV. 1—15, 31 
Castie: against making external rites and observances matters of diviston and contention among 
Christians. 


XIV. ‘Hin« that is weak in faith receive with kindness, not so as to 
2 inerease his scrupulous surmisings. One believeth that he may eat 
every thing; but he who is weak eateth herbs. Let not him who 
eateth, despise him who eateth not; nor him who eateth not, condemn 
4 him who eateth; for God hath accepted him. Who art thou, that 
tondemnest the servant of another? By his own master he standeth 
or falleth; and he shall stand, for God is able to make him stand. 
5 One manesteemeth one day above another; but another esteemeth 
every day [alike]; let each one be fully persuaded in his own mind. 
6 He who regardeth the day, regardeth it to [the honouring of] the 
Lord ; and he who regardeth not the day, for [the honouring] of the 
Lord he doth not regard it. Likewise he who eateth, eateth to 
[the honouring of} the Lord, for he giveth God thanks; and he 
who eateth not, for [the honouring of] the Lord he eateth not, 
7 and giveth God thanks. Forno one of us liveth to himself; and no 
Β one of us dieth to himself; for whether we live, we live to the Lord, 
‘ud whether we die we die to the Lord; whether we live, then, or 
δ die, we are the Lord’s. For Christ both died and revived for this 
‘yey purpose, that he might be Lord of the dead and of the living. 
10 And thou, why dost thou condemn thy brother? And thou, too, 
‘hy dost thou despise thy brother? For we must all stand before 
Ti the judgment-seat of Christ. For it is written: ‘As I live, saith 
the Lord, every knee shall bow to me, and every tongue shall con- 
‘Tf fess to God.” Every one of us, therefore, must give an account of 
himself to God. 
1 [εξ us, then, no longer condemn one another; but rather let 
us decide, not to put a stumbling-block or a cause of falling in the 
Ἢ τὰν of a brother. I know, and am persuaded of the Lord Jesus, 
{het nothing is unclean in itself; but to him who deemeth any thing 
VE te be unclean, it is unclean. Now if thy brother is grieved because 
ef meat, thou dost not demean thyself as benevolence requireth ; 


19 


22 


23 
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destroy not him by thy meat, for whom Christ died. Let not your 
good, then, be evil spoken of; for the kingdom of God is not meat 
and drink, but righteousness and peace and joy in the Holy Ghost. 
Now he who serveth Christ, as to these things, is acceptable to 
God and approved by men. Therefore let us strive after peace and 
mutual edification. Destroy not the work of God on account of 
meat. All [meats] are clean ; yet they are hurtful to him, who eat- 
eth so as to stumble thereby. It is good not to eat flesh, nor to drink 
wine, nor [to do any thing] whereby thy brother stumbleth, or hath 
cause of offence, or is made weak. Hast thou faith, keep it to thy- 
self before God. Happy the man, who doth not condemn himself 
in that which he alloweth! But he who doubteth, is condemned if 
he eat, because it is not of faith; and every thing which is not of 


faith, is sin. 


Various exhortations to charity and kindness. Expression of the apostle’s regard for the church at 


Rome, of his intention to visit them, and of his desire for an interest in their prayers. 


XV. We, moreover, who are strong, ought to bear the infirmities of 


2 


8 


the weak, and not to please ourselves. Let each one of us please 
his neighbour, in respect to that which is good, unto edification. 
For Christ did not seek his own pleasure ; but according to that 
which is written: “ The reproaches of those who reproached thee, 
have fallen upon me,” [so it was with him]. Now whatsoever 
things were written in ancient times, were written for our instruc- 
tion ; that through patience, and the admonition of the Scriptures, 
we might obtain hope. 

Now may the God who giveth patience and admonition, give to 
you mutual unity of sentiment, according to Christ Jesus; that 
with one mind and with one voice, ye may glorify God, even the 
Father of our Lord Jesus Christ! 

Wherefore deal kindly with each other, even as Christ has dealt 
kindly with you, unto the glory of God. 

Now I say, that Jesus Christ became a minister of the circum- 


cision, on account of the truth of God, in order to confirm the 
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9 promises made to the fathers; also, that the Gentiles shall glorify 
God for his mercy ; even as it is written: “‘ Therefore will I celebrate 

10 thy praise among the Gentiles, and to thy name will I sing.” And 

1 again he saith: “Rejoice, ye Gentiles, with his people.” And 
again: “ Praise the Lord, all ye Gentiles, and laud him, all ye peo- 

12 ple” And again Isaiah saith: “There shall be a root of Jesse, and 
one shall arise to be a leader of the Gentiles; upon him shall the 
Gentiles place their hopes.” 

13 Now may the God of hope fill you with all joy and peace in 
believing, that you may abound in hope, through the influence of 
the Holy Spirit! 

14 _— Moreover, I myself am well persuaded concerning you, my 
brethren, that ye are full of kindness, abounding in all knowledge, 

-15 and able to admonish one another. I have also written to you the 
more boldly, brethren, when reminding you concerning some things, 

16 because of the grace which is bestowed by God upon me, ! that I 
should be a minister of Jesus Christ to the Gentiles, performing the 
office of a priest in respect to the gospel of God, that the offering of 
the Gentiles might be acceptable, being purified by the Holy Spirit. 

17 Ihave, then, cause of glorying in Christ Jesus, as to those things 

18 which pertain to God; for I do not venture to mention any thing 
which Christ hath not wrought by me, in order to bring the Gentiles 

19 to obedience, by word and by deed, ' by the power of signs and won- 
ders, by the power of the Holy Spirit; so that from Jerusalem and 
around it, even to Illyricum, I have fully proclaimed the gospel of 

20 Christ; and so also, that I was strongly desirous to preach the 
gospel, not where Christ was named, lest I should build on another 

21 man’s foundation, ' but in accordance with what is written: “ They 
shall see, to whom no declaration was made respecting him, and they 
who have not heard shall understand.” 

22 On this account I have been greatly hindered from coming to 

23 you. But now, having no longer any place in these regions, and 

24 being desirous for many years of making you a visit; whenever I 
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may go into Spain, I hope, as I pass on, to see you, and to be sent 
on my way thither, when I am in part first satisfied with your com- 
25 pany. But at present I am going to Jerusalem, to supply the wants 
26 of the saints. For it hath seemed good to Macedonia and Achaia, to 
27 make some contribution for the saints in poverty at Jerusalem. [I 
say ] it hath seemed good; for verily they are their debtors; because 
if the Gentiles have shared in their spiritual things, they ought 
28 surely to assist them in temporal things. Now when this duty shall 
have been performed, and this fruit secured to them, I shall pass 
29 through the midst of you into Spain. And I know that when I 
come to you, I shall come with abundant blessings of the gospel of 
Christ. 
30 Moreover I beseech you, brethren, by our Lord Jesus Christ, 
and by the love of the Spirit, that ye strive together for me, in your. 
31 prayers to God in my behalf, ' that I may be delivered from the un- 
believing in Judea, and that my service for Jerusalem may be 
32 acceptable to the saints; [also] that I may come to you with joy (if 
33 God will), and may be refreshed among you. The God of peace be 
with you all, Amen! 


Various salutations. Caution against divisions. Conclusion. 


XVI. Now I commend to you Phebe our sister, who is a deaconess of 
2 the church at Cenchrea, | that ye may receive her as being in the 
Lord, in a manner worthy of the saints, and give her assistance m 
any thing where she may need it of you; for she herself hath been 

a helper of many, and especially of me. 
3 Salute Priscilla and Aquila, my fellow labourers in Christ Jesus ; 
4 ' (who exposed themselves to great danger in my behalf; to whom 
not only I myself am grateful, but even all the churches of the Gen- 
5 tiles); ' and the church which is at their house. Salute Epenctus, 
6 my beloved, who is the first fruit of Asia in Christ. Salute Mary, 
7 who laboured much for us. Salute Andronicus and Junias, my 


kinsmen and fellow-prisoncrs, who are of note among the apostles, 
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8 and who were before me in Christ. Salute Amplias, my beloved in 
io }the Lord. Salute Urbanus, our fellow-labourer in Christ, Salute 
11 them of the household of Aristobulus. Salute Herodian, my kins- 

man. Salute them of the household of Narcissus, who are in the 

12 Lord. Salute Tryphena and Tryphosa, who labour in the Lord. 
15 Salute Persis the beloved, who laboured much in the Lord. ! Salute 
14 Rufus, elect in the Lord, and his mother and mine. Salute Asyn- 

ritus, Phlegon, Hermas, Patrobas, Hermes, and the brethren with 

15 them. Salute Philologus and Julias, Nereus and his sister, and 
16 Olympas, and all the saints with them. Salute each other with a 

holy kiss. All the churches of Christ salute you. 
17 Moreover I beseech you, brethren, to beware of those who occa- 
sion divisions and offences, contrary to the doctrine which ye have 
18 learned. For such serve not the Lord Jesus Christ, but their own 
‘appetite ; and by flattery and fair speeches, they beguile the minds 
19 of thesimple. For your obedience is known to all; I rejoice, there- 
fore, concerning you, and desire you to be wise in respect to that 
20 which is good, but simple in respect to that which is evil. May the 
God of peace shortly bruise Satan under your feet! ‘The grace of 
our Lord Jesus Christ be with you! 

21 Timothy my fellowlabourer, and Luke and Jason and Sosipater, 
22 my kinsmen, salute you. (I Tertius who wrote this epistle, salute 
23 youin the Lord). Gaius saluteth you, who is my host, and that of 

the whole church. Erastus saluteth you, the chamberlain of the 
24 city, and Quartus, a brother. The grace of our Lord Jesus Christ 
De with you all, Amen! 
25 Νον unto him who is able to establish you, according to my 
gospel, even the gospel of Jesus Christ; according to the revelation 
26 of the mystery which was kept silent in ancient times, ! but is now 
made manifest by the prophetic Scriptures, according to the com- 
mand of the eternal God, [and] published to all nations for the sake 

27 of obedience unto the faith ;—to the only wise God, through Jesus 

Christ, to whom be glory for ever, Amen ! 


INTRODUCTION 


TO THE EPISTLE TO THE ROMANS. 


ΕἼ. Of the planting of the church at Rome. 


Hisroxy affords no certain evidence respecting the individual who first 
preached the gospel at Rome. The Romish church indeed maintain, that Peter 
was the founder of the first Christian community in that city. Ireneus 
(adv. Hzereses ΠῚ. 1), and Eusebius (Chron. ad ann. 2 Claudii), are the 
‘witnesses to whom the appeal is particularly made, in order to confirm this 
opinion. But although these fathers had undoubtedly heard such a tradition, 
and (as it appears by the passages above cited) gave credit to it, yet there is 
substantial reason for doubting the correctness of it, The statement of Eusebius 
implies, that Peter came to Rome in the second year of Claudius’ reign, i.e. 
Δ... 43.* Jerome states, that Peter came to Rome in the second year of 
Claudius’ reign, in order to counteract the influence of Simon Magus there; 
and that he resided in that city, and held the office of a bishop in it, for twenty- 
five years, i.e. until the last year of Nero's reign, in which he suffered 
martyrdom; De Viris illustr. c. I. But neither Eusebius, nor any of the most 
‘suelent ecclesiastical writers, make mention of such a period. Whence Jerome 
obtained information respecting it, he does not tell us; and some leading 
tities among the Roman Catholics, e.g. Valesius, Pagi, Baluzius, and others, 
give no credit to this part of his narration. 

That Peter visited Rome at some period of his life, before the close of Nero's 

reign, cannot well be doubted. Origen (in Euseb. Hist. Ece. III. 1), and 
Dionysius of Corinth (flor. ¢. ann. 117) as related by Eusebius (II. 25), testify 
fo this in such a manner, that it cannot well be rejected, without giving up the 
credibility of all ancient historical testimony of the like nature. Caius, a 
presbyter, at the commencement of the third century, mentions that he saw at 
Rome the graves of Paul and Peter; Euseb. Hist. Ecc. II. 25. The doubts of 
many Protestants relative to the fact that Peter visited Rome, and the assertions 
οἵ Salmasius, Spanheim, and others, that this could not have been the case, 
appear to be without any solid foundation. 

But that Peter did not go to Rome as bishop in the second year of 
Claudius’ reign; nor indeed, before the epistle of Paul to the Romans 
was written; seems to be nearly or quite certain. (1) In Acts xii. 3, 4, 
we find an account of Peter's being imprisoned by Herod Agrippa, in the 
Yast year of this king's reign (comp. ver. 23); and this year synchronizes 


| © "Ἐπὶ τῆς αὐτῆς Κλαυδίον βασιλείας, sc. anno secundo; Euseb, Ecc, Hist. II. 14. 
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with the fourth year of Claudius. Of course Peter was at Jerusalem, 
not at Rome, after the period when Jerome and Eusebius affirm that he went 
to Rome and resided there. (2) We find Peter at Jerusalem in the ninth 
(some say eleventh) year of Claudius; he being present at the council there, 
Acts xv. 6, seq. (3) Nothing is said in the book of Acts, or in the New 
Testament, respecting Peter's visiting Rome; and if he had done so, before the 
time at which the history in the book of Acts terminates, we can hardly suppose 
so important an occurrence would have escaped the notice of Luke. (4) Paul 
came as a prisoner to Rome, in the seventh year of Nero’s reign, i.e. a. ». 60 (but 
some say in 62 or 63); on which occasion there is no mention, and there seems 
to have been among the Jews of that city no knowledge, of Peter, Acts xxviii. 
17, seq. (5) Could Paul have addressed the Romans as he did in his epistle, if 
he had recognized them as disciples of Peter? Could he have written his whole 
epistle without once adverting to this fact? (6) If Peter was at Rome, when 
Paul wrote this epistle, how could the latter fail to send a salutation to him as 
well as to others? 

So late, then, as a.p. 57 or 58, when the epistle to the Romans was probably 
written, it seems to be nearly certain, that Peter had not been at Rome. The 
flourishing and apparently numerous church there, must therefore have been 
gathered by some other person than Peter. 

But who was this person? A question that cannot be answered with any 
certainty; although we may arrive at some probabilities respecting it. In the 
salutations which Pau] sends to the church at Rome, he mentions (xvi. 7) 
Andronicus and Junias, as having been his fellow-prisoners, and as ἐπίσημοι 
ἐν τοῖς ἀποστόλοις, they having become Christians earlicr than himself. What 
hinders the supposition, that one or both of these men, perhaps converts on the 
notable day of Pentecost (Acts ii. 10), and of high repute among the apostles 
themselves, may have first spread the knowledge of the gospel in the metropolis 
of the Roman empire, of which they were inhabitants, or in which they were at 
least residents? Rufus, also, a distinguished Christian, whose mother had shewn 
much kindness to Paul (Rom. xvi. 13), may have been one of the founders, or at 
least fosterers, of the Roman church; possibly the same Rufus, whose father (a 
native of Cyrene) was compelled to bear the cross of Jesus, when on his way to 
Calvary, Mark xv. 21. Others, moreover, who are mentioned in Rom. xvi., 
may have been, and probably were, contributors to the work of establishing or 
building up the church at Rome. At all events there was opportunity for a 
very carly establishment of it; inasmuch as we find persons from this city 
present at Jerusalem on the day of Pentecost, Acts ii. 10. We know, also, that 
Christians were scattered abroad, when the persecution of Stephen occurred; at 
first in Judea and Samaria, Acts viii. 1; afterwards to more distant regions, 
Acts xi. 19; and what hinders us from supposing that some of them may have 
come to Romc itself, preaching the gospel? 

That the church at Rome was early planted, seems probable from the 
fame which it had acquired throughout the Christian world (Rom. i. 8. xvi. 19), 
when Paul wrote his epistle. That the persons concerned in the establishment 
of it were Paul's particular friends and acquaintances, with whom he had met 
and conferred, while preaching in Asia or in Greece, appears very plain from 
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the manner of the salutations in chap. xvi. 3—16. In respect to Aquila and 
Priscilla, we have a definite knowledge, from Acts xviii, 1—3, 18, 26, and from 
what is said in Rom. xvi. 3,4. Others are called the kinsmen (συγγενεῖς) of 
Paul, viz. Andronicus and Junias, v.7; Herodian, v.11. Others again are 
called ἀγαπητοί, συνεργοί, ἐκλεκτοί, κοπιῶντες ἐν τῷ κυρίῳ, ἅς. Moreover, 
the manner in which Paul addresses the church at Rome, i.e. the plain, 
familiar, authoritative tone of the letter, shews that he considered himself as 
addressing those who were in effect his disciples, i.e. that they had probably 
been converted to Christianity under the preaching of his own particular friends 
and spiritual children. Hence, too, the frequent expressions of strong 
affection for the church at Rome, and of strong sympathy with them. 

On the whole, although we have no definite history of the planting of the 
clurch at Rome, (excepting the one given by Jerome, which is not entitled to 
credit), yet we may consider it as quite probable, that some of the persons 
named in the salutation (xvi. 3—16), were entitled to the honour of having 
founded a church in the metropolis of the Roman empire. 


§ 2 Of the constituent parts of the church at Rome. 


Nothing can be clearer, than that a considerable portion of the church at 

Rome consisted of Jewish converts; see ii. 17—iii. 19. iv. 1, 12. vii, 1—4, and 
Jix—xi. Nor is there any serious difficulty of a historical nature, in 
making out the probability of this. When Pompey overran Judea with a 
conquering army, about 63 years before the Christian era, he caused mi 
captive Jews to be sent to Rome. There they were sold into slavery, as was 
wal in ‘respect to captives taken in war. But their persevering and uncon- 
to observe the Sabbath and to practise many of the 
‘Levitiedl rites and customs, gave their Roman masters so much trouble, that 
they chone to liberate them rather than to keep them. As there was a large 
body of persons so liberated, the government assigned them a place opposite 
Rome, across the Tiber, where they built a town which was principally 
inhabited by Jews. Here Philo found them, just before Paul's time ; Legat. 
πᾶ Cainm:. p. 1014, ed. Frankf. The reader who wishes for historical vouchers 
im respect to the number of Jews at Rome, during the apostolic age, may 
consult Joseph. Antiq. XVII. 14. XVIII. 5, ed. Cologn. Dio Cassius, XXXVI. 
p-37- Suetonii vita Tiberii, cap. 36. 

‘When the first impressions arising from the degradation of captivity and 
slavery began to wear away, the Roman citizens seem to have looked at the 
Jewish community with some degree of respect, or at least with not a little of 
curiosity. Whether it arose from the disgust which delicate females among 
the Romans felt for the obscene rites of heathenism which they were called to 
practise oF to witness, or whether it sprang from a curiosity which is charac- 
teristic of the female sex, the fact was, that in Ovid's time (ob. a.p. 17), some 
ef the most elegant and polished females thronged the Jewish assemblies. 
‘The poet, therefore, advises the young men of the city, if they wished to see a 
splendid collection of its beauty, to go to the sabbath day solemnities of the 
Syrian Jew, * Cultaque Judwo septima sacra Syro." 


40 INTRODUCTION TO THE 


It is not strange, moreover, that some of these should become σεβόμεναι or 
proselytes; as Josephus relates of Fulvia pla τῶν ἐν ἀξιώματι γυναικῶν, i.e. 
a noble-woman. By degrees the men also, as was natural, began to frequent 
the assemblies of these once despised foreigners. Juvenal, at the close of the 
first century, pours out his contempt and indignation at this, in the following 
bitter words : 


‘‘Quidam sortiti metuentem Sabbata patrem, 
Nil preter nubes, et coeli Numen adorant; 
Nec distare putant humanf carne suillam, 
Qua pater abstinuit: mox et preputia ponunt ; 
Romanas autem soliti contemnere leges, 
Judaicum ediscunt, et servant, ac metuunt jus. 
Tradidit arcano quodcunque volumine Moses.” 


I suppose the poet must here refer, however, to those who had a Roman 
mother and a Jewish father. In regard to ‘ Nil preter nubes et celi numen 
adorant,’ I take it to refer to the fact, that the Jews had no temple at Rome, 
and that they addressed and worshipped God as dwelling in heaven, i.e. above 
the clouds; in both which respects they differed from the heathen. 

Seneca also, (fl. a. p. 64), about the time when Paul wrote the epistle to the 
Romans, says, in a fragment preserved by Augustine (De Civit. Dei, VII. 11), 
that “so many Romans had received the Jewish [he means by this the Christian] 
religion, that per omnes jam terras recepta sit, victi victoribus leges dederunt.” 
Tacitus, in his Annals, likewise represents the “ exitiabilis superstitio ” (Chris- 
tian religion) as breaking out again after being repressed, and spreading son 
modo per Judeam, sed per urbem [Romam) etiam. 

When to these testimonies respecting the Jews at Rome, we add that of the 
epistle before us respecting Gentile converts, nu doubt can be left that the 
church at Rome was made up of Gentiles as well as Jews. Let the reader 
compare Rom. i. 16—32. ii. 6—11. iii. 9—19, 29. ix. 24, 30. xi. 13—25. 
xiv. 1—xv. 13, and no doubt can possibly remain in his mind relative to this 
point. The general strain of the whole epistle is such, as that it can best be 
accounted for by the supposition that the church at Rome consisted of both 
Jews and Gentiles, and that each party were endeavouring to propagate or to 
defend the peculiar views respecting certain points, which they respectively 
entertained. But of this, more in the sequel. 


§ 3. Of the time and place, when and where the epistle was written. 


We have a kind of stand-point here, with which the epistle itself furnishes 
us. It could not have been written before the decree of the emperor Claudius 
was published, by which the Jews were banished from the city of Rome. In 
Acts xviii. 2, we have an account of Paul's first acquaintance with Aquila and 
Priscilla, who had recently quitted Rome and come to Corinth, because of the 
decree of Claudius banishing the Jews from the imperial city. Now as Paul 
salutes these same persons, in Rom. xvi. 3, 4, and speaks of them as having 
risked great dangers in his behalf, it follows, of course, that his epistle must 
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have been written subsequent to the decree of Claudius; which was probably 
ἴα a.m 52, or as some say (improbably however) in a. p. 54. 

It must probably have been written after the time when the first epistle to 
the Corinthians was written, which was during the last visit Paul made to 
Ephesus, and near the close of that visit, i.e. about a. p. 56. In Acts xviii. 19, 
wwe are told that Paul left Aquila and Priscilla at Ephesus. After this he made 
another eireuit through the churches of Palestine, Syria, and Asia Minor, 
(Acts xviii. 20—23), and returned again to Ephesus, xix. 1. There he spent 
two years or more (xix. 8—10); and near the close of this period, in writing to 
‘the Corinthians, he sends the salutation of Aquila and Priscilla who were still 
at Ephesus, 1 Cor. xvi. 19, Now as Paul sends a salutation, in his epistle to 
the Romans, to Aquila and Priscilla at Rome, it would seem probable that it 
must have been written after he left Ephesus, and after they had removed 
from this city to the metropolis of the Roman empire. 

‘Other circumstances concur, to render the matter still more definite. When 
Paul wrote his epistle, he was on the eve of departure to Jerusalem, whither 
‘he was going to carry the contributions of the churches in Macedonia and 
Achaia, Rom. xv. 25, 26. When he should have accomplished this, he 
intended to make them a visit at Rome, Rom. xv. 28, 29, In what part of his 
life, now, do we find the occurrence of these circumstances? Acts xix. 21, 
compared with xx. 1—4, gives us a narration of exactly the same thing. Paul, 
at the close of his last abode at Ephesus, purposing to make a charitable 
collection in Macedonia and Achaia, first sent on Timothy and Erasmus to 
‘Macedonia in order to forward it there, (Acts xix. 22); afterwards he himself 
‘went into Achaia, passing through Macedonia, Acts xx. 1, 2. That he came, 
σαι this occasion, to the capital of Achaia, i.e. Corinth, there can be no rea- 
sonsbledoubt. Here most probably he abode three months (Acts xx. 3); and 
then set out on his contemplated journey to Jerusalem, where he was made a 
prisoner, and sent (a. νυ. 59 or 60) to Rome, in order to prosecute his appeal 
te Cesar, From a comparison of this account in the Acts, with Rom. xv. 
25—2%, it follows of course that the epistle to the Romans must have been 
written about a. p.57; although some chronologists put it later. Counting 
the time which Paul's journey to Jerusalem must have occupied, and adding 
‘the two years of his detention as a prisoner at Cesarea (Acts xxiv, 27), and the 
time necessarily taken up in going to Rome, we must assign to the epistle to 
the Romans the date above given, on the supposition that Paul came to Rome 
(as is most probable) about the beginning of the year 60. 

As to the vvace where it was written, there can be no doubt. In xvi. 1, 
Phebe, a deaconess of the church at Cenchrea, is commended to the Romish 
eluirch, who probably either had charge of the epistle, or accompanied those 
who did carry it; and Cenchrea was the port of the city of Corinth, some 
seven or eight miles from that place. In xvi. 23, Gaius is spoken of as the 
host of Paul, and this Gaius was baptized by Paul at Corinth, 1 Cor. i. 14, 
Pauil speaks also of Erastus, the chamberlain of the city, Rom. xvi. 23. The 
city, then, was a well known one, i. e. the capital of Achaia; and moreover, 
we find this Erastus spoken of in 2 Tim. iv. 20, as abiding at Corinth. 

D 
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From all these circumstances, we must conclude that the place of writing the 
epistle to the Romans was Corinth; and that the ¢ime was that in which Paul 
made his last visit there, and near the close of it, i.e. about the latter part of 
Α. Ὁ. 57. 

4.4. Of the genuineness of the Epistle. 

This has been so generally acknowledged at all times, and in all ages since 
it was written (excepting the two last chapters which have recently been 
disputed), that it seems to be unnecessary to make any quotations here from 
the early writers for the sake of proving it. It is true, indeed, that some early 
sects, viz. the Ebionites, Encratites, and Cerinthians rejected it; as appears 
from Irenzus ad Heres. I. 26. Epiphan. Heres. XXX. Hieronym. im 
Matt. xii. 2. But as this seems to have been purely on doctrinal grounds, 
i.e. because they could not make the sentiments of Paul in this epistle to 
harmonize with their own views, it follows of course that no weight can be 
attached to their opinions. The question whether Paul wrote the epistle to the 
Romans, is of a historical, not of a doctrinal nature. 

The reader who is curious to see an exhibition of early testimony respecting 
this epistle, may find it amply detailed in Lardner's Credibility; and in 
Schmidii Historia et Vindiciz Canonis Sac. &c. The circumstantial evidence 
which evinces its genuineness, he will find admirably exhibited in Paley’s 
Hore Pauline. 

Those who do not possess the first two of these works, may consult Poly- 
carp, Epist. ad Philipp. cap. 6; Clemens Rom. Ep. ad Cor. cap. 35; both in 
Cotelerii Patres Apostolici. See also Theoph. ad Autolyc. I. 20. IIT. 14. 
Epist. Ecc. Vienn. et Lugd., in Euseb. Hist. Ecc. V. 1. Irenzus cont. 
Heres. III. 16. § 3. Clem. Alex. Strom. III. p. 457, and I. p. 117, edit. 
Sylburg. Tertull. adv. Praxeam, cap. 13; de Corona, cap. 6. Cypr. Ep. 
LXIX. It is needless to cite later testimonies. 


$5. Of the genuineness of chaps. XV. XVI. 


The genuineness of these chapters, at least as a part of the proper epistle to 
the Romans, has been called in question, and is still doubted by some. 
Heumann has advanced a peculiar hypothesis respecting chap. xvi. He thinks 
that the proper original epistle of Paul ends with chap. xi., and excludes from 
it all the hortatory part, i. 6. chaps. xii—xv. Chapter xvi., he supposes, was 
originally attached to the end of chapter xi.; and that the sequel of the epistle 
is a kind of postscript or second letter, added by Paul after some delay in trana- 
mitting the first letter. This hypothesis, indeed, does not really deny the 
genuineness of any part of the epistle; but it advances what seems to be very 
improbable. What could be more natural than for Paul, after he had com- 
pleted his doctrinal discussions, to caution the church at Rome against various 
evils to which he knew them to be particularly exposed’ Is not this his 
manner elsewhere? And does not the οὖν (chap. xii. 1) necessarily import a 
connexion between the sequel and the preceding context? In a word, the 
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Semler, however, has advanced much further than Heumann. In his 
Dimert. de dupl. appendice ep: Pauli ad Rom., he advances the supposition, 
eared ar grlirgalageet ye ete 

‘which consisted of chap. i—xiv., with the doxology 
' 


τυ peter ence to eush’witiypotheai, ἐν wa 
‘chap. xv., and I will venture to predict, that he will never 
‘of its being addressed to any other persons, than those to 
cedit of the epistle is addressed, In particular; how can 
sling that vs. 1—13 do very closely cohere with chap. xiv., as the 
at the beginning indicates? And in the remaining part of the 
| there which is incongruous with the condition and relation of 


alee γον Lam entirely unable to see why Paul should 
᾿ to the bearers of his letter to the Romans, such hints 
‘chap. xv. contains; nor can I imagine what inducement Semler had to 
sie But, 

is more exposed to attack; because it consists of matter in 
easily dissociated from the rest of the epistle. If the whole 
the epistle is still, in all important respects, the same; if it be 
ed, the matter added consists chiefly in the expression of personal civi- 
i the concluding part of chap. xv. would make a very probable 
close of the epistle; in particular if the ᾿Αμήν at the close of 


grounds such as these first occasioned doubts concerning the 
of this chapter in particular. Semler advances a supposition 
ng it, which (I had almost said) none but a man of such visionary 
‘have advanced. He supposes that all the persons to whom 
sent, in vs. 1—16, are those whom the bearers of the epistle 
it, on their way to Rome; and of course, that none of these 
in Rome itself. Consequently, according to him, this part of 
‘mete letter of commendation or introduction, designed for 
-epistle, and not for the church at Rome. 
then, the first stage of the journey of the letter-carriers 
some seven or eight miles from Corinth, to the house of 
ity of Paul's recommendation is, that instead of 
n oa to her hospitality, he commends her to the hospitality of 
es: συνίστημι δὲ ὑμῖν Φοίβην .... ἵνα αὐτὴν mpoo- 
felt the incongruity οὔ this, and referred προσδέξησθε 
on. Did Phebe then, living within a couple of hours’ 
and famous as she was for being a προστάτις πολλῶν 
: n recommendation of Paul, in order that the bearers of 
admit her to church communion? But besides this, the word 
p2 
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προσδέξησθε, in such a connexion, does not admit of sueh a sense. Comp. 
Phil. ii. 29, and also (as to general meaning) 3 John, ver. 6. 

Thus much for the outset of this journey. Nor is the progress more for- 
tunate. Aquila and Priscilla are next recommended to the letter-carriers. 
But the last which we know of them, before the writing of this letter, is that 
they are at Ephesus, Acts xviii. 18, 19, 26. But Semler provides them with a 
house at Corinth; and this, probably, because it would not be very natural for 
those who were to travel westward toward Rome, to go some hundreds of 
miles eastward, i.e. to Ephesus, in order to get to the capital of the Roman 
empire. But how is the matter helped by this process? What have we now? 
A letter of introduction (so to speak) from Paul, directing his messengers to 
greet Priscilla and Aquila on their journey, while these same persons lived in 
the very town from which they started! Hug has well expressed his views of 
this matter. After speaking of the first stay of Aquila and Priscilla at Corinth 
(Acts xviii. 2), and of a second at Ephesus (Acts xviii. 18, 19), he thus proceeds : 
«© Whence now this third or Semlerian house at Corinth I know not,” Einleit. IT. 
p. 397. ed. 3. But lastly, what are we to do with vs.-17—20, on the ground of 
Semler? Were the bearers of the letter so divided, as is there described; and 
was their obedience (ὑπακοή) so celebrated as is there hinted? Above all, 
what is to be done with vs. 21—24? Would Paul send written salutations 
from those who were with him at Corinth, to the bearers of his epistle, who 
set out from the same place? Did they not confer with Paul himself, and did 
not his friends as well as himself see and converse with them? And what 
shall we say to ver. 16, which directs Paul’s messengers to salute one another ? 

But enough of this. Let us briefly examine some of the external evidences 
which Semler adduces, against the genuineness of chap. xvi. 

(a) ‘Marcion, as Origen testifies, excluded chaps xv. xvi. from the epistle.” 

But according to Ruffin’s translation of Origen (the original here is lost), 
the words of this writer are: ‘‘Caput hoc []. 6. xvi. 25—27], Marcion, a quo 
Scripture evangelicse et apostolic interpolate sunt, de hac epistola penitus 
abstulit ; et non solum hoc, sed et ab eo ubi scriptum est: ‘Omne autem quod 
non ex fide est, peccatum est’ [Rom. xiv. 23], usque ad finem totius epistolze, 
cuncta dissecuit.’’ From this nothing more can be gathered, than that Marcion 
wholly omitted the doxology in xvi. 25—-27, and separated (dissecuit) chape. 
xv. xvi. from the rest of the epistle. There is an evident distinction here, 
between penifus abstulit and dissecuit. This separation Marcion might make, 
as others have done, because of the diverse matter contained in these chapters. 
And even if Marcion omitted the whole, he stands convicted before the world 
of such notorious falsifications of the sacred writings, that it would weigh 
nothing. 

(δ) ‘ Euthalius, in his Elenchus capitulorun, leaves out chap. xvi.’ 

True; but Euthalius, in his Elenchus, mentions only those chapters which 
were publicly read; and chap. xvi. was usually omitted in the public reading 
of the epistle. That he did not acknowledge this chapter as a part of the 


epistle, is altogether improbable; since, in reckoning the στίχοι of the whole 
epistle, he includes those of chap. xvi. 
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(ὦ Tertullian (cont. Marc. v. 13) cites Rom. xiv. 10 thus; ‘In clausula, 
tribunal Christi comminari Paulum.’ 

But what should hinder Tertullian from saying that chap. xiv. 10 is in the 
clansula, i.e. closing part, of the epistle? Is it not in such a part? Can any 
thing be satisfactorily proved, moreover, by urging sense of words strictly 
and logically exact, in such a writer as Tertullian? 

As to any alleged discrepancy of manuscripts, with regard to a part of 
chap. xvi., I shall have occasion to notice this in the sequel. 

But, very recently, another doubter in the genuineness of chap. xvi., of a 
more solid cast than Semler, has made his appearance. Schott, in his Isagage 
ad Noo. Test., recently published, in a note p. 248 seq., has assigned other, 
and perhaps better, reasons than those of Semler, for his doubts. Let us 
examine them. 

(a) " Paul salutes many persons, in xvi. 5—15, as being at Rome, and in a 
very familiar way. How could he, who had never been at Rome (Rom. i. 13), 
do this?” 

‘The answer is, that several of these persons were his own kinsmen; 
see ΕἼ above. With all or most of them he had very probably met, in 
the course of his travels. Intercourse between the metropolis of the Roman 
‘empire and the large towns of the provinces, was very frequent; specially 
with Corinth the head-quarters of Achaia, and Ephesus of Asia Minor. 
And even if Paul had not seen all the persons whom he salutes, what is 
‘e=sier than to suppose that their character and standing were known to 
‘him, and therefore he sent them salutations? It is plainly a mistake, to sup- 
pose that none but personal acquaintances are saluted in the Pauline epistles. 

(δ) ‘But Paul makes no mention of any of the persons here saluted as 
‘being at Rome, in his other epistles written there, e.g. in his epistle to the 

Colossians, Philippians, and Philemon.’ 

‘The answer is, that in only one of these (that to the Colossians), does he 
send any thing but a mere general salutation, Moreover, as all these epistles 
must have been written some two years and a half, and may have been 
‘written some four years, later than the epistle to the Romans, so the state of 
that church, exposed as it was continually to increase and decrease, may have 
greatly altered when he wrote the last named epistles; or the persons named 
ἴω his epistle to the Romans, may have gone clsewhere in order to propagate 
the gospel; or they might have deceased ; or it might be, that they did not 
‘happen to pay him a visit while he was writing the above-named epistles, and 
μὰ & greeting from them was not mentioned. A thing of this nature is so 
accidentally varied, that we cannot make any conclusions which are valid, 
either from this appearance or from that. 

(© * Aquila and Priscilla are saluted as being at Rome. In Acts xviii. 
19, 26, we find their abode at Ephesus; and in Paul’s last stay at Ephesus, 
when he wrote the first epistle to the Corinthians, we find them still there, 
1 Cor. xvi. 19." 

All this I concede. But since Aquila and Priscilla had, for some time, 
‘been obliged to relinquish their abode at Rome, on account of the decree of 
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Claudius, what is more natural than to suppose, that, 80 soon as might be, 
they would return to Rome, at least long enough to adjust their affairs there, 
which, it is more than probable, had been embarrassed by the decree of 
banishment? 

(d) ‘ But 2 Tim. iv. 19, written at Rome, greets Priscilla and Aquila as 
residing at Ephesus.’ 

I grant it. But when was this written? Just before the final martyrdom 
of Paul (iv. 6—8); ie. probably some ten years after the epistle to the 
Romans was written, and also after the persecution by Nero had commenced. 
What difficulty now in the supposition, that Aquila and Priscilla had fied 
from Rome when this persecution broke out, and gone back to their former 
station at Ephesus, where they had spent several years? There Paul salutes 
them in 2 Tim. iv. 19. 

Lastly, Professor Schott expresses his belief, that ‘ chap. xvi. is made up of 
fragments of some brief epistle of Paul's, written at Corinth and addressed 
to some church in Asia Minor, and added by mistake, piece by piece as it 
was discovered, to the epistle to the Romans. Vs. 1—16 compose the first 
fragment; vs.17— 20, the second; vs.21—24, the third; vs. 25 — 27, the 
fourth.’ 

But what a series of postulata are here made out, without a syllable of 
historical evidence! Where is the evidence of the lost epistle to an anonymous 
church in Asia Minor? Where that it was lost, excepting a few scattered 
fragments which “‘ sensim sensimque deprehendebantur ?” And the conceit of 
adding all these fragments to the epistle to the Romans, which already had a 
good ending with chap. xv.; how should this have ever entered any one’s 
head? Why add them to this epistle, rather than to some of Paul's shorter 
epistles? And then the persons themselves, named in chap. xvi.; what a 
singular phantasy it must have been in the compiler, to have supposed, that if 
they belonged to some church in Asia Minor, their names could be tacked on 
to the epistle written to the church at Rome/ How can we admit such 
gratuitous and improbable hypotheses as these? 

Nor can I admit what has frequently been said, in respect to chap. xvi., 
viz. that it is wholly unconnected with the preceding part of the epistle, and 
may be disjoined from it withuut injury to it. Thus much is true, indeed, 
viz. that salutations and expressions of Christian courtesy, are not doctrinal 
discussions nor practical precepts; in a word, the sixteenth chapter, which is 
principally made up of salutations, must of course be diverse from the pre- 
ceding part of the epistle. But is it not equally true, that chaps. xii.—xv. differ 
as much from the preceding ones, as chap. xvi. does from all the others? Is it 
proper, moreover, that Christian salutations should be exchanged, in epistles 
like that of Paul? This will not be denied. The force of such examples of 
kindness and courtesy and benevolent feeling, is scarcely less than that of 
direct precept; and in some respects it has evidently the advantage of precept, 
inasmuch as practice speaks louder than theory. Why, then, should the 
salutatory part of the epistle be thrown away? And would not rejecting it be 
an injury to the congruity and to the general good effect of the whole? 


EPISTLE TO THE ROMANS. 47 


‘Nor is it correct to say, that there is not an evident relation and connexion 
of some part of chap. xvi. with what precedes, besides that which has just been 
mentioned. Let any one diligently consider the contents of vs. 17—20, 
and he will see plainly, that they refer to the divisions and erroneous sentiments 
which are the subject of particular discussion in chaps. xii—xv. Let him 
compare xvi. 19 with i. 8, and he will see the same person expressing himself 
in the same circumstances. In a word, it would be truly wonderful, if the 
straggling fragments of an epistle, sent to some unknown church in Asia 
‘Minor, should fit the place of a conclusion to the epistle to the Romans so well 
as its present conclusion fits it. 

Eichhorn (Einleit. in das N. Test.) has advanced a hypothesis still more 
if possible, than that of Semler or Schott, Chap. xvi. 1—20 is, 
according to him, a letter of recommendation to the Corinthian church, which 
Paxil wrote for Phebe, the deaconess mentioned in vs. 1,2. This, after it 
had been read by them, she obtained again, carried it along with her to Rome; 
and because the church there were unwilling that any thing from the hand of 
Paul should perish, they tacked it on upon the epistle of Paul to them, 80 as to 
make out a conclusion for it! 

Ts it worth the pains to refute such criticism? Or rather, can the name of 
eriliciem be fairly given to such extravagant and incongruous suppositions ? 
One is ready to ask: What sort of a church must it have been, in the 
metropolis of the world, and whose fame had gone abroad through the 
whole a that could deal thus with Paul's epistles? Why was not the 
letter of Phebe kept by itself, and published by itself, as well as John's 
letter to the * elect lady?” But this is only one among the numerous conceits, 
‘which are intermingled with the striking and instructive compositions of 


Finally, as no internal evidence can be made out, that chaps. xv. xvi. are 
spurious; so no external evidence of any considerable weight can be adduced 
im favour of this supposition, The manuscripts (with some variety as to 
the position of xvi. 25—27, and with the omission of these verses in a few 
cases), are all on the side of the genuineness of these chapters; I mean, that 
all which are of any authority are so. Jerome (Comm, in Eph. iii. 5) mentions 
that he knew of some manuscripts which omitted xvi. 25—27; and Wetstein 
cites a Codex Latinus which does so. But in regard to all the rest of 
chaps. xv. xvi., it will not be contended that any authority from manuscripts, 
fathers, or versions, warrants us in suspecting them. Even as to Marcion 
himself, there is no certain evidence, as we have seen, that he rejected them. 
Why then should we reject them at the present time ? 


§ 6. Different position in manuscripts of xvi. 25—27. 


‘There is a difference among the Codices here, which it is very difficult to 
account for in a satisfactory manner. (1) In the Codex Alex, and in one 
hundred and six Codices minusc., these verses follow chap. xiv. 23; and here 
Tholuck, Flatt, Griesbach, and others, place them. In most of the Greek 
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fathers, also, and in the Syriac and Arabic versions, they occupy the same 
place. 

This is the sum of the external evidence, in respect to this position of the 
verses in question. But in whatever way they may have been transferred 
thither, it seems difficult to avoid the feeling of incongruity as to such a 
position. It is an evident interruption of the tenor of the discourse. The 
ὀφείλομεν δέ of xv. 1, shews that it is a continuation of a preceding discourse ; 
and so plainly does the matter of vs. 1—13 itself indicate. Nor am I able 
to persuade myself, that the matter at the close of chap. xiv. is of such a tenor, 
as entitles us to believe that Paul here breaks out into an animated 
doxology. Usually, it is only after the enunciation of some deep, sublime, 
soul-stirring truth, that he betakes himself to expressions of this nature in 
medio cursu. What is there in the discussion about eating meats or refraining 
from them, to move his soul to the sublime doxology contained in xvi. 25—27? 
I must accord, therefore, with Knapp, who places these verses at the end of 
the epistle. 

(2) A few manuscripts omit vs. 25—27. 

Eichhorn, as usual, has built a singular castle in the air upon this fact. 
He accounts for all the varieties in the manuscripts in this way: (1) The 
original piece of parchment, on which Paul’s epistle was written, was filled 
when the scribe came to xiv. 23. He then took a small and separate piece of 
parchment, on one side of which he wrote the salutations in vs. 21—24; 
and on the other the doxology in vs. 25—27. But the letter not being 
immediately sent, the apostle made additions to it; first of chap. xv., and then 
of xvi. 1—20. So then the epistle was sent to the church at Rome, on four 
separate pieces of manuscript. In copying this, some ended the epistle with 
xiv. 23; others added to this the doxology in xvi. 25—27; a third class 
copied as far as xiv. 23, and then added the postscripts of the apostle (xv. 1—xvi. 
20), and finally the small leaf of parchment written with the body of the 
epistle (which is the usual form of the epistle); while a fourth class, copying 
from these different copies, inserted the doxology both after xiv. 23, and at the 
end of the whole epistle. 

Sorry copyists, indeed, they must have been at Rome, to make such mistakes 
as these! One is ready to wonder, why the additional parchments were not 
joined on to the original one, in proper order, and not left in the form of 
Sybilline leaves; a thing which required nothing more than a little paste or 
glue, and a moment's attention. Then, supposing them to have been left 
separately, were there no marks added by the writer, to direct the reader's 
attention and perusal? Are important documents wont to be made out in 
such a negligent manner? But (what is directly to our present purpose) how 
came any copyist to imagine, that the letter ended with chap. xiv. 23? Or 
why, as so many mistakes were made about the order of the small piece of 
parchment first added, were none made about the order of the two different 
postacripts, viz. xv. 1—33 and xvi. 1—20? 

I am grieved to add, that Griesbach, in attempting to account for the 
variation of manuscripts in regard to xvi. 25—27, has advanced suppositions 
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not less visionary and gratuitous than those of Eichhorn. This is the more to 
be wondered at, since Griesbach is not much prone to phantasies of this 
vature. The reader of Eichhorn is not surprised to find such a conceit in 
him; for a critic, who could add on the last twenty-six chapters of the book of 
fsaith (which he names Pseudo-Isaiah), to the genuine works of that prophet, 
because the copyist happened to have room to spare in his parchment, and 
wanted to fill it out (Einleit. in das A. Test. iii. p. 91. ed. 3d), may well be 
imagined not to be incapable of making suppositions like those above related. 

‘But what if we, at the present day, are unable to account for the confusion 
of manuscripts, with regard to xvi. 25—27? Will this oblige us to resort to 
suppositions altogether incredible in themselves?—To say the least, it should 
not induce us thus to do. We cannot, then,—at least until we come to the 
persuasion that parchment was as scarce and dear in ancient times as Eichhorn 
(ee often as it suits his critical convenience) makes it, we cannot—admit a 

which involves such an entire ὕστερον πρότερον, in a most 
solemn and important epistle of Paul. And even if we admit that parchment 
‘was so scarce and so dear, we are, after all, at our wit’s end to know why the 
concluding piece was not joined on to the same roll which contained the rest 
of the epistle. 

{8} Some manuscripts have xvi. 25—27 both after xiv. 23 and at the end. 
‘Of this further notice is taken, under the next head. 

(A) With the Textus Receptus, which places these verses at the end, agree 
the Codex Vat., three uncial Codices, some Codd. minuse., and the Latin 
fathers. With Knapp, Hug, and others, I am persuaded that this is their 

place. What shall we say of ἐγὼ Téprios ὁ γράψας τὴν ἐπιστολήν, 
im πεῖ; 222 Does it not of course imply, that it is near the close of the 
epistle, and that the epistle is one? And if so, then are chaps. xv. xvi. 
@ genuine and original part of it, as Bertholdt has well remarked, Einleit. vi. 
$715. 

+ But how can so many doxologies be accounted for?” To which I answer, 
that no serious difficulty lies in the way of this, It is not natural to suppose, 
indeed it cannot well be supposed, that the apostle wrote the whole epistle in a 
single day, or at asingle sitting. If, in the midst of his multiplied engagements, 
and his short stay at Corinth, he was several days, or even weeks, in writing 
it (which we may easily and probably suppose); then we can account for the 
various doxologies and apparent closes of the epistle, in chaps. xv. xvi. It 
is easy to believe, that xv. 33 was the first pause which was made, with the 

design, originally, of ending the epistle there. Afterwards, renewed 
and additional intelligence coming from Rome, with kind greetings of friends 
there, he was induced to add, in return, the greetings in xvi. 1—16; to which 
he subjoined the warnings, and the apparent conclusion in vs. 17—20. 
‘The definiteness with which he here speaks of the divisions and erroneous 
sentiments in the church at Rome, in all probability had its origin in the very 
recent information which he had obtained from that city. Finally, before 
sending away his epistle, other Christians at Corinth, deeply interested in the 
affairs of the church at Rome, visited the apostle and desired him to express 
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their salutations. This done, be adds, as usual, another kind wish and prayer 
for the church which he addresses, xvi. 24. And then, in reading over and 
correcting the copy which Tertius had made of the whole, Paul, at the close of 
all, subjoined the general doxology which is contained in vs. 25—27. 

If you say: ‘Here are almost as many suppositions as those of Eichhorn 
and Griesbach;’ my reply is, that there are almost as many in respect to 
number, but still of a totally different character. Here the appeal is made 
to the internal state of the epistle itself, and to the probable and natural 
circumstances which accompany the writing of such a letter. Nothing stands 
in the way of believing the things just suggested to be altogether probable. 
But when all these phenomena are made to depend on odd pieces of parchment, 
and Sybilline leaves, strangely forwarded without juncture or order, and as 
strangely mistaken in the copying, how can we satisfy ourselves with such 
suggestions ? 

That the manuscripts differ so much, as to xvi. 25—27, is indeed a striking 
circumstance in the critical history of the epistle to the Romans. But if any 
one will attentively reflect on the several apparent conclusions in the epistle 
(xv. 13, 23, and xvi. 20, 24), he may easily be induced to believe, that the 
confusion in the manuscripts has arisen from this circumstance. Copyists 
supposed there must be some mistake, in having a conclusion in xvi. 24, and 
then another superadded in vs. 25—27. It was natural for them to find a 
difficulty in this. Therefore, with the conviction that here was some mistake, 
they sought an earlier place for these verses; and they could find none which 
was not already occupied by something of the like nature, without going back 
to xiv. 23. Here then some of them placed xvi. 25—27, and others followed 
these copies. In the mean time, other copies continued to be taken after the 
original order of the epistle, and thus a discrepancy arose. Some copyists, 
perceiving this discrepancy, and also the fact that chaps. xv. xvi. contain so 
many formulas of conclusion, omitted xvi. 25—27; while others finding these 
verses in some copies after xiv. 23, and in others at the end of the epistle, 
copied them both. In this way we can easily account for all the discrepancies 
that exist, without resorting to any forced or unnatural suppositions. We may 
add to all this, moreover, the probability that the public lections of the epistle 
extended only to the end of chap. xiv.; to which it was altogether natural to 
add xvi. 25—27 as a proper close; and that the practice of reading the 
epistle in this manner, gradually introduced the writing of manuscripts in the 
same way. 


§ 7. State of feeling and opinion in the church at Rome, when the epistle 
was written. 


That this church consisted of Jews and Gentiles, we have already seen; 
§ 2 above. That many of the erroneous views which Paul combats in it, were 
such as the Hebrews were prone to cherish, there can be no doubt, on the part 
of any one well acquainted with the history of Jewish opinions. That grounds 
of dissension among its members existed in the church at Rome, we can 


hardly refuse to believe, when we consider the general tenor of the epistle. 
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‘The national pride of the Jew; his attachment to the Mosaic institutes, and 
expecially to the Levitical rites and distinctions of clean and unclean ; his 
impatience of subordination in any respect to Gentiles; his unwillingness to 
believe that they could be admitted to equal privileges with the Jew, in the 
‘of the Messiah, and particularly without becoming proselytes to the 
Mosaic religion ; his proneness to feel indignant at the government of heathen 
magistrates over him; alll this lies on the face of the epistle, and cannot well 
‘be overlooked by any considerate and attentive reader. 
the other hand; the Gentiles disregarded the prejudices of the Jews, 
about circumcision, and meats and drinks, and holidays; they were 
wounded at the claim of superiority which the Jews seemed to make; and 
Knowing that the great apostle to the Gentiles was an advocate for their equal 
rights and privileges, they no doubt engaged in contest with the Jews with an 
iunyielding spirit. Such a state of things very naturally gave rise to discussions 
in the epistle to the Romans, and to all the cautions and precepts contained 
in the hortatory part of the epistle. 

‘With this general view of the condition of the church before us, we need 
not be solicitous to determine whether the apostle had special and local objects 
in yiew, when he wrote it, or more general ones. My answer to this question 
would be, that he had both in view; i. 6. he meant to establish some great and 
general principles of Christianity, and also to apply them to the state of the 
ure at Rome. Nothing can be more natural than this supposition; and so 

yer, Calvin, Melanchthon, Bucer, Michaelis, Tholuck, and others, have for 
sabstance judged. That Paul intermingles with general truths, many things 
which are local, is almost a matter of course in an epistle to a particular 
earch. The contents of the epistle itself, or a brief analysis and synopsis of 
the whole, I reserve for a separate statement. 


i 


BRIEF ANALYSIS 


oF THE 


CONTENTS OF THE EPISTLE TO THE ROMANS. 


Were I to select a motto, which would, in a single brief sentence, designate 
the substance of what this epistle contains, it should be taken from the apostle 
Paul himself: 


ΧΡΙΣΤῸΣ ἯΜΙΝ AIKAIOSYNH TE KAI ᾿ΑΓΊΑΣΜΟΣ. 
CHRIST OUR JUSTIFICATION AND SANCTIFICATION. 


The first five chapters exhibit Christ, as the author and efficient cause of our 
justification. 

After an appropriate and affectionate introduction (i. 1—16), the apostle 
proceeds to shew, that the Gentiles have all transgressed against the law of 
God, which was written on their hearts, and that they indulged in a great 
variety of sins which they knew to be wrong, (i. 17-32). He next proceeds 
to shew, that the Jews are even more guilty still, inasmuch as they have 
sinned against more light and more distinguished privileges, (ii. 1—iii. 19). 
He now draws the conclusion from these premises, that justification by 
deeds of law, i.e. on the score of merit or on the ground of perfect 
obedience, is impossible; for inasmuch as all men have sinned against the 
law of God, all are under its condemnation, and therefore grace or mercy 
only can save them from perishing. This grace is vouchsafed only through 
Christ, and has been procured by his sufferings and death in behalf of 
sinners, (ili. 20—31). 

The Old Testament also teaches the same doctrine of gratuitous jus- 
tification; and that this should be extended to Gentiles, as well as Jews, 
(iv. 1—25). 

The happy fruits of such a state of justification, peace with God, support 
and consolation in the midst of trials and sufferings, a hope which maketh 
not ashamed and never can be disappointed, are next described by the 
writer, (v. 1—11). And that it is perfectly proper and becoming on the 
part of God, to extend those blessings to all, both Jews and Gentiles, is 
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strikingly taught by an exhibition of the fact, that all have been made to share 
in the evils which flowed from the apostasy of our original progenitors, 
(s 12—19). Even in those cases where sin has exhibited its greatest power, 
the grace af the gospel is made to triumph over it, (v. 20, 21). 

Thus is CHRIST OUR JUSTIFICATION set forth by the apostle. 
He cames next to exhibit CHRIST OUR SANCTIFICATION. This 
‘important topic he introduces, by discussing the objection raised against the 
doctrine of gratuitous justification, viz. that it tends to encourage sin. He 
shews in the first place, from various considerations, the incongruity and 
impossibility of this, (vi. 1—23). He then proceeds to contrast a state of 
grace, and the means and motives to holiness which it furnishes, with a legal 
‘state; and to shew that in the latter, the sinner has no hope of maintaining a 
holy character, while in the former he is abundantly furnished with the 
means of doing it; consequently that a state of grace, so far from encouraging 
‘men fo sin, affords them the only hope of their being able to subdue and 
mortify sin, (vii. 1—viii. 17). 

‘The apostle then, as he had before done at the close of his discussion 
respecting justification (v. 1—11), goes on to shew the consolation which the 
gospel affords, under the various troubles of the present life, (viii. 18—27) ; 
and im the sequel concludes, as in the former case, with exultation in the 
‘certainty of future and eternal glory to all who truly love God, (viii. 28—39). 

‘The part of the epistle properly doctrinal, concludes with the viii chapter. 
‘Chapter ix. discusses the objections raised against the dealings of God with 
‘his creatures, when he makes some of them the distinguished subjects of his 
merey, and passes by others, Chapter x. confirms still farther, by various 
considerations, and particularly by texts cited from the Old Testament, 
the idea that the Jews who remain in unbelief, are and must be cast off; 
and therefore that this is not new or strange doctrine. Chapter xi. continues 
tw urge the same subject; but at the close, deduces from it the cheering 
consolation, that even the rejection of the Jews will be made a great blessing 
to the world, as it will be the occasion of salvation being sent to the Gentiles. 
And if their rejection be attended with consequences so important, then surely 
their reception again will fill the world with its happy fruits. 

‘The rest of the epistle is hortatory; and adapted specially to warn the 
church at Rome against several errors, to which, in their circumstances, they 
‘were peculiarly exposed. First, they are exhorted to lay aside all pride, and 
enyious distinctions, and claims to preference on the ground of office, 
gifts, ἂς. ; and to conduct themselves in a kind, affectionate, gentle, peaceable, 
manner, (xii. 1—21). Next, they are exhorted to a quiet and orderly 
demeanour in regard to the civil power, which the Jews were especially prone 
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to contemn, (xiii. 1—7). The great law of love is to be regarded and obeyed 
toward all men, without or within the church, (xiii. 8—14). 

Thirdly, the Gentile Christians are admonished to respect the scruples of 
their Jewish brethren, on the subject of eating meats offered to idols; and 
admonished that they have no right to interfere, either in this matter or in 
other things of the like tenor, (xiv. 1—xv. 7). On the other hand, the Jews 
are admonished, that their Gentile brethren have equal rights and privileges 
with themselves, under the gospel dispensation, (xv. 8—13). 

The writer then expresses his good hopes concerning them all; his kind 
and tender regard for them, and his purposes in respect to visiting them. 
Lastly, he subjoins the salutations of various Christians who were with him; 
cautions them against those who seek to make divisions among them; and 
concludes with a doxology. 

Such is the brief sketch of the contents of the epistle before us; one which 
the reader will not fully understand and appreciate, until he has attentively 
studied the whole; but still, one to which he may recur, in order to satisfy 
himself of the relation which a particular part has to the whole. To gain this 
satisfaction, it is important that he should become well acquainted with the 
general scope and object of the whole epistle. The details of the respective 
parts, are given in the introductions to each; which are embodied with the 
commentary, although distinguished from it by the smaller type in which they 
are printed. 


COMMENTARY ON THE ROMANS. 


CHAPTER 1. 1—16, 


of the epistle to the Romans, i, 1—16, contains, (1) A 
‘A brief declaration of some personal wishes and concerns, 


S—16.—The , being a stranger in person to the church at Rome, begins his 
jting the nature of his office and of his relation to the church of 


ὍΣ 

the ancient prophets, 2, and that it has respect to him, who was of the seed of 

David to the fles 

Rover ‘Son of God in the glorified state which succeeded his resurrection, 3, 4. 
kim who had thus been constituted Zord of all, Paul avers that he had 


mand such grace as made him one of Christ's devoted followers, and also the 
‘of an apostle to the Gentiles, in order to promote the knowledge of a 
‘Saviour, them, 5; and inasmuch as the Romans were among these Gentiles, 
ieee to heirs of the grace of life, 6, he addresses them, wishing them 


be 

itual and temporal blessing. 
‘on to circumstances of a personal nature, which seem to prepare 
the ynent address that he is to make to them, He thanks God 
i ith i ished as to become a matter of universal 
ie strong desire which he had long cherished of paying them 
that they had been the continual subject of his remembrance when 
throne of grace, 9, 10; and alleges his wish not only to impart 
ition and joy to them, but to receive the same from them, 11, 12. 
is declaration respecting the desire he had all along cherished of 
s vist, and states the reasons. why he bad not fuliled it, 18. He 
sh among them as well as among other Gentiles, inasmuch 
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‘Tae reader of Paul's writings cannot fail to remark, how different 
was the mode of writing epistles, in ancient times, from that which we 
Row practise, with regard to some things pertaining to address, sub- 

&e. Paul prefizes his name, instead of subscribing it at the 
end of his letters, as we now do. In the like way, and after his 
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example, the letters missive, &c., of churches to each other, are still 
drawn up among us. 

(1) Παῦλος, probably a Roman and not a Hebrew name, i. 6. 
Paulus; compare the name of the Roman deputy-preetor, Sergius 
Paulus, Acts xiii. 7, who became a convert to Christianity through 
the instrumentality of Paul. The Hebrew name of this apostle was 
ἌΝ, Σαῦλος ; and he is first called Παῦλος in Acts xiii. 9, imme- 
diately after the mention of Sergius Paulus. Hence many have 
thought, that Παῦλος is a name which the apostle took in honour of 
the deputy-pretor. The more natural explanation is, that Παῦλος was 
a second name of Roman origin, given him in accordance with the 
custom of the times. While the Jews were subjected to the power of 
the Seleucid on the throne of Syria, it was very common among 
them to adopt a second name of Greek origin; e.g. Jesus, Jason: 
Jehoiakim, Alkimos, &c. So under the Roman power: Dostas, 
Dositheus; Tarphin, Trypho. A comparison of these will shew, that 
in general the second name bore some resemblance in sound to the 
first. So Σαῦλος, Παῦλος. 

Δοῦλος means, in itself, one devoted to the service of another, one 
who is subject to the will or control of another. Of course it may im- 
port a station or condition which is in itself high or low, honourable or 
dishonourable, according to the state or rank of the master. A servant 
of a man, i. e. of any common man, is a slave: at least, the word in 
its strict sense would import this. But the servants of a king, are 
courtiers of the highest rank, who count this title a matter of honour. 
So servants of God is an appellation given to the prophets, Moses, 
Joshua, &c., Rom. x. 7; xi. 18; xv. 3; Deut. xxxiv. 5; Josh. i. 1; 
Jer. xxv. 4; Amos iii. 7; and in like manner, and for the same 
reason, the apostles and primitive preachers of the gospel are called 
the servants of Christ, Gal. i. 10; Tit. i. 1; James i. 1; 2 Pet. i. 1; 
Col. iv. 12. The sense of δοῦλος in the text before us, accords with 
this latter usage. The apostle means to call himself a servant of 
Christ in a special sense, as the context which follows clearly indicates. 
If this were not the case, δοῦλος might be understood as meaning 
simply a worshipper of Christ or of God, one devoted to his service ; 
for in such a sense we find the word employed in 1 Pet. ii. 16; 
Eph. vi. 6; Rev. vii. 3; Luke ii. 29; Aets iv. 29; Ps. cxiii.1. But 
in Rom. i. 1, it is clear that δοῦλος means one devoted to the special 
service of Christ in his gospel ; and it is therefore an honorary title, or 
rather, it indicates both the station and the devotedness of the person 
to whom it is applied. 
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Ἴησυῦ Χριστοῦ may mean, either that Christ has bestowed on him the 
office of δοῦλος which he holds, i. 6. it may be Genitivus auctoris; or it 
may mean, that the apostle’s business or object as δοῦλος, is to promote 
the cause of Christ, or to forward his work. The sequel shews that the 
former sense is the one here meant. 

Κλητός, lit. called, but the meaning here is, chosen, invited, viz. chosen 
to take upon him the office of an apostle; see Acts xxvi. 17, where 
the Agrde here is expressed by ἐξαιρούμενός σε, 1 have taken thee out of, 
Thave selected thee from. The word xAnré¢ sometimes has the sense 
merely of invited, bidden; e.g. Matt. xx. 16, xxii. 14. But in the 
writings of Paul, it is not used in the sense merely of invited, but 
always in the sense of efficient calling, as we say, i. e. it means not only 
that the person designated has been invited or selected, but that he has 
accepted the invitation; 1 Cori. 1,2. 1 Cori. 24. Rom.i. 6, 7, 
vill. 28; with which collate Gal. i, 15. Jude, ver. 1. Heb, iii, 1, 
Rom. xi. 29. Eph. iv. 1, 

᾿Αφωρισμένος .... θεοῦ, lit. separated or set apart for the gospel of 
God, i. e. chosen or selected in order to proclaim or preach the gospel 
of God, viz. that gospel of which God is the author, θεοῦ being the 
Genitious auctoris, The word ἀφωρισμένος seems intended to be epexex 
getical of «Anréc, i.e, it expresses the same idea in different language. 
Hesychius explains ἀφωρισμένος by ἐκλελεγμένος, chosen, διακεκριμένος, 
selected. In the same sense ἀφορίσατε occurs in Acts xiii, 2, See the 
same sentiment in Gal. i.15. Jer.i,5. The meaning is, that God, 

who foreknows all things, did set him apart, choose, select him for the 
work of the gospel, even from the earliest period of his life, Gal. i. 15. 
So it is said of Jeremiah, that he was set apart, seleeted, for the pro- 
phetie office even before he was formed in his mother's womb; by all 
whieh expressions is meant, that God knows all persons and events 
before they exist or take place, and that he has a definite object in 
¥iew which he intends to accomplish by them. 

Bic εὐαγγέλιον has the same sense as εἰς τὸ εὐαγγελίσασθαι εὐαγ- 
γέλιον, in order to preach the gospel. This method of using the Acc. 
(ith the preposition εἰς prefixed) as a nomen actionis, is a frequent 
idiom of Paul’s writings, and resembles the use of the Heb. Inf. (with 
a 9 prefixed, as ἃ nomen actionis. Εὐαγγέλιον itself is sometimes 
employed to denote the preaching of the gospel; e.g. 1 Cor. ἦν, 15, 
ix, 14.-.- Εὐαγγέλιον θεοῦ Chrysostom understands as meaning the gospel 
concerning God, viewing θεοῦ as Genitivus objecti. But this interpres 
tation is plainly erroneous ; for the object is supplied in ver, 3, viz. evay~ 
γέλιον θεοῦ....,. περὶ τοῦ υἱοῦ αὑτοῦ. Theophylact rightly explains the 
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phrase: ὡς δωρηθὲν παρὰ τοῦ θεοῦ, [the gospel] as given by God. For 
the sentiment that the gospel is of God, and that Christ taught it as 
received from him, let the reader compare John viii. 28, 38. v.19, 30. 
xii. 49. xiv. 10,24. xvii. 4—8. 

(2) Ὃ προεπηγγείλατο .... ἁγίαις, which he formerly, or in former 
times, declared or published by his prophets, in the holy Scriptures. In 
like manner, Paul, in his defence before Agrippa, says, that he had 
proclaimed nothing as a preacher of the gospel, which the prophets and 
Moses had not declared should take place, Acts xxvi. 22. That Christ 
and all his apostles believed and taught, that the Old Testament 
abounds in prophecies respecting him, there can be no doubt on the 
part of any one who attentively reads the New Testament. 

Even the heathen of the apostle’s time had become acquainted with 
the expectations of the Jews, in regard to the appearance of the 
Messiah; which expectations were excited and cherished in the He- 
brews, by the perusal of their own ancient Scriptures. Thus Tacitus 
speaks of this subject: ‘‘ Pluribus persuasio inerat, antiquis sacerdotum 
kiteris contineri, eo ipso tempore fore, ut valesceret Oriens, profectique 
Judea rerum potirentur,”’ Hist. V. 13. In the same manner Suetonius 
his contemporary expresses himself: ‘ Percrebuerat Oriente toto, vetus 
et constans opinio, esse in fatis ut eo tempore Judz profecti rerum 
potirentur,” in Vespas. c.4. The first promises respecting the Messiah 
were merely of a general nature, unaccompanied by peculiar and cha- 
racteristic declarations; e.g. Gen. iii. 15. xii. 8. xvii. 4,5. xlix. 
10. In later times, it was foretold that the expected King and 
Deliverer would be of the progeny of David, 2 Sam. vii. 16. Ps. 
Ixxxix. 35—37. In several Psalms, some traits of the life, office, 
character, and sufferings of this illustrious personage were given; 
viz. Psalms ii. xvi. xxii. xlv. cx. &c.; still more graphically is the 
Messiah described in Isa. liii.; and individual occurrences in his 
history are given in later prophets, 6. g. Zech. ix. 9. xi. 13. Mal. 
iii. 1, seq. iv.2, seq. It has been observed, that Malachi’s declaration 
in the last chapter of his prophecy, is homogeneous with the very 
first annunciation of the gospel in Mark i. 2. Our English version 
προεπηγγείλατο, promised afore, does not give the proper meaning of 
the word. 

"Ey γραφαῖς ἁγίαις, in the holy Scriptures. The Jews employed 
either γραφή the singular, or γραφαί the plural, indifferently. The first 
means the corpus librorum sacrorum; the second refers to the same 
collection, as made up of several particular writings. The epithet 
ἁγίαι is given to γραφαί, because the Scriptures were regarded as worthy 
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of all reverence, or because they were looked upon as being inspired by 
τὸ πνεῦμα τὸ ἅγίον. 

(3) Περὲ τοῦ υἱοῦ αὑτοῦ, respecting his Son. In sense, this clause is 
united to εὐαγγέλιον θεοῦ at the close of ver. 1. It follows, therefore, 
that ver. 2 is a parenthetic circumstance thrown in. But although this 
is the case, there is no more necessity here of actually inserting a paren- 
thesis, than in many other cases where explanatory circumstances are 
added in the like way; nor, on the other hand, can there be any 

y ions made against inserting a parenthesis here (as I have 
done in the translation), inasmuch as the sense in reality implies one. 
Tholuck joins περὶ κ- τ. Δ. with προεπηγγείλατο : but as this verb itself 
relates to εὐαγγέλιον θεοῦ, it seems more congruous to refer wept κιτ.λ. 
to the same words. 

Tor γενομένον .... σάρκα, who was born of the seed of David, in 
resect to the flesh. The verse itself is replete with difficulties; and 
expecially so to one who is not familiarly conversant with the character 
of Paul's style, Tholuck strikingly compares the latter to the urgent 
force of waves, which swell one above another in continual succession. 
It is an obvious peculiarity of this apostle’s style, that he abounds in 
shat we should usually call parentheses. His mind appears to have 
been so glowing, and so full of ideas, that the expression of a single 
‘word seems often to call forth as it were a burst of thought respecting 
the import of that word, which hinders him from advancing in the 
sentence that he had begun, until he has given some vent to the feelings 
tims incidentally occasioned. The expression of these feelings makes 
what Thave named parenthesis above; although this may not always 
be designated as such, in our printed books. ΤῸ illustrate what I mean, 
et us take the examples in the first paragraph of the epistle before us. 
When Paul (ver. 1) had named the εὐαγγέλιον θεοῦ, which would recall 
to the minds of his readers the gospel that was then preached by him- 
self and others, he immediately adds, in order to enforce on their minds 
ἃ becoming idea of the dignity and excellenee of this gospel, ὃ προεπηγ- 
yeidare διὰ τῶν προφητῶν αὐτοῦ ἐν γραφαῖς ἁγίαις" after which he resumes 
‘his subject. But no sooner has he uttered the words τοῦ υἱοῦ αὐτοῦ, 
than another burst of thought respecting the exalted personage thus 
named escapes him. First, this Son is γενομένου «... σάρκα, a de- 
‘scendant of David, the most exalted king who ever occupied the Jewish 

even as to his humbler condition, or his human nature. Se- 
he is τοῦ ὁρισθέντος .... vexp@v, i.e. he has been constituted or 
‘as the Son of God, clothed with supreme dominion, in respect 
exalted condition or his mote exalted nature, after his 
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resurrection from the dead. Having thus given vent to the feelings of 
reverence with which the mention of the Son of God had inspired him, 
he resumes his theme by the words Ἰησοῦ .... ἡμῶν, which are in 
apposition with τοῦ υἱοῦ αὐτοῦ in ver.3. The words τοῦ κυρίον ἡμῶν 
again suggest another train of thought, which the writer stops to utter, 
viz. ce’ οὗ .... Χριστοῦ" after which he resumes his theme, and finishes 
the sentence by πᾶσι roic.... Χριστοῦ, ver. 7. The greater part, then, 
of this apparently involved sentence, might be included in parenthesis; 
and then the simple sentence would run thus: Παῦλος .... ἀφωρισμένος 
εἷς εὐαγγέλιον θεοῦ περὶ τοῦ υἱοῦ abrov.... Ἰησοῦ Χριστοῦ τοῦ Κυρίον 
ἡμῶν... .. πᾶσι τοῖς οὖσιν κι τι A. 

If the reader now will take special notice of this characteristic in the 
writings of Paul, it will help to unravel many a sentence which would 
otherwise seem perplexed and perhaps even irrelevant. To understand 
well the writings of this apostle, something more than a knowledge of 
grammar and of words is necessary. We must be able to enter into the 
feelings and sympathies of the writer, and to trace his modes of thought 
and expression in cases that seem obscure, as well as in cases which 
are plain. 

Γενομένου, descended, born.— Ex σπέρματος, of the posterity, of the 
lineage.—Kara σάρκα, in respect to his human nature, or in respect to his 
incarnate state, his fleshly existence. apt denotes literally flesh, i. e. 
the flesh of a living, animated being, in distinction from that of a dead 
one, which is κρέας. It denotes body also; not in the sense of σῶμα, 
which has reference to the compacting of the whole of the parts into one 
mass, but in the sense of body as distinguished from mind, the visible 
part as distinguished from the invisible one. Hence it is very often 
used, both in the Old Testament and the New, for our animal sature, 
the animal man (so to speak). Frail, perishable man, also, and man 
with carnal appetites and passions, are often designated by it, as every 
Jexicon will shew. As kindred with this, it often means man as living 
in his present fleshly and dying or transitory state, in distinction from 
another and different condition in a future world; so Gal. ii. 20. Phil. i. 
22,24. Heb. v. 7. applied to Christ, 1 Pet. iv.2, 2Cor. x. 3. This 
I take to be the shade of sense, which it has in the passage before us. 
Christ, as to his outward and transitory man, or as to his human nature 
or condition, descended from the royal progeny of David; and therefore, 
even in respect to his lower nature, he was of exalted origin. In other 
words, Christ, as to his incarnate condition, i, e. as to that nature which 
dwelt on earth (ἐσκήνωσεν ἐν ἡμῖν, John i. 14), and was capable of suf- 
fering and dying, was of regal descent. 
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‘Such was Christ even in his state of humiliation. But what was he 

exalted and glorified state? If, as to his fleshly or transitory 
nature anid state, he was David's son, what was he in his exalted con- 
dition, his pneumatic state? The answer is, The Son of God ;’ and 
not simply this neither, for he was the Son of God while ἐν σαρκί" but 
in his exalted state, he was the Son of God ἐν δυνάμει, 1, 6. he was 
“Lord over all,” “Head over all things to his church, ἀρχὴ τῆς κτίσεως 
τοῦ θεοῦ," 

Such I take to be the general idea of τοῦ ὁρισθέντος .... ἁγιωσύνης. 

‘The illustration of particular words is attended with no small difficulty. 

(4) ρισθέντος has been rendered decreed, constituted, ordained ; so 
Clavius, Erasmus, Faber, and others. So also the oldest Latin inter- 
preters, gui preedestinatus est; as appears from the Latin interpretation 
of Trenveus, II. 18, 32; from Ruffin’s version of Origen, and Hilary 
De Trinitate, VII. To the same purpose, some recent interpreters have 
rendered ὁρισθέντος" and this accords with the meaning of the word in 
Heb. ἵν, 7. Acts xi. 29. ii. 23. x. 42. xvii, 26,31, Luke xxii. 22. and 
these are all the instances in which it is used in the New Testament, 
excepting the case before us. 

But this sense of the word is alleged, by some critics, not to accord 
with the design of the passage. In order to prove this, they suppose 

_ the passage (by way of illustration) to be construed thus: ‘ Ordained 
ἴο be the Son of God with power, cara πνεῦμα ἁγιωσύνης, i.e. by the 
miraculous gifts which the Spirit conferred upon him, or by the miracles 
which the Spirit enabled him to perform;’ and then ask, how the 
miraculous gifts or deeds of Jesus ordained or constituted him to be the 
Son of God? He possessed these gifts, or performed these miracles, 
as they justly aver, because he was the Son of God; he was not made 
so by the possession of his gifts or the performance of his deeds. 
Grotius, in order to relieve this difficulty with respect to ὁρισθέντος, 
construes the passage thus: ‘The regal dignity of Jesus, as Son of 
God, was predestinated or prefigured, when he wrought signs and won- 
ders im his incarnate state.’ But how predestinating or constituting can 
be made to mean prefiguring, I am not aware. 

‘Others-construe thus: ‘Ordained to be the powerful Son of God, 
im his pneumatic condition [or state of exaltation], by his resurrection 
from the dead.’ But in this case we are compelled to ask: How could 
“his resurrection decree or ordain his exalted state? It might be the 
‘eonsequence of a decree that he should be exalted ; it was so; but in 
‘what manner the resurrection could ordain, or constitute, or decree his 
‘exaltation, it would be difficult indeed to explain. 
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There is yet one other sense, however, in which the passage before us 
may be taken, viz. ‘ Constituted the Son of God with power, in his 
pneumatic condition, after his resurrection from the dead.’ For although 
he was the Son of God before his resurrection, yet he was not the Son 
of God ἐν δυνάμει, in the sense here meant, until after his ascension 
to the right hand of the Majesty on high. 

I hesitate between this sense and the one given by Origen, Chry- 
sostom, Cyril, Theodoret, Theophylact, GEcumenius, the Syriac version, 
and the great majority of modern critics; viz. ὁρισθέντος" δειχθέντος, 
ἀποφθέντος, κριθέντος, ὁμολογηθέντος, shewn, demonstrated, exhibited, 
declared. Of this meaning of ὁρίζω, it is true, no example can be 
found in the New Testament, nor in the classics, which seems to be 
exactly in point. Passow gives no sense of this kind to ὁρίζω, in his 
lexicon. I find only one example (if indeed this be one) in the 
instances produced by Elsner, which will stand the test of scrutiny ; 
this is: ‘‘A patron of what is just, δικαστὴν ὁρίζομεν γνήσιον, we call a 
true judge, or we declare to be a judge worthy of the name.” But even 
here, the sense of deciding, determining, defining, is altogether a good one 
for ὁρίζομεν ; and this agrees with the usual meaning of the word. Still, 
as ὁρίζω (from ὅρος) means literally to prescribe the boundaries or limits 
of any thing, and thus, by defining it, to distinguish it from other 
things; so the secondary meaning given by Chrysostom, viz. δειχθέντος, 
ἀποφθέντος, declared, shown, is not an unnatural one, although destitute 
(so far as I can discover) of any definite tsus loguendi to support it. 
The lexicon of Zonaras gives the same gloss to the word: ὁρισθέντος" 
ἀποδειχθέντος, ἀποφανθέντος. 

It is a safe rule, not to adopt the sense of a word, which is not sup- 
ported by the usus loqguendi, when another meaning which is supported 
by it, can be given, that will make good sense. And in the case before 
us, it is as good sense to say, that ‘ Christ was constituted the Son of 
God with power, after his resurrection from the dead,’ as to say, that 
‘Christ was shown to be the Son of God with power, after his resur- 
rection from the dead.’ For after the resurrection, he was advanced to 
an elevation which, as Messiah, he did not before possess; comp. 
Phil. ii. 9—11. Heb. ii. 9. xii. 2. Rev. tii. 21. Matt. xix. 28. 
Heb. i. 3. Nay, I may say that the more energetic meaning of the 
word is to be found in constituted. As an instance of this nature 
exactly in point, see Acts x. 42, where Christ is said to be ὁ ὡρισμένος 
ὑπὸ τοῦ θεοῦ κριτὴς ζώντων καὶ νεκρῶν, the constituted judge of the lioing 
and the dead; an example quite in point as to the sentiment, as well 
as the language. See also the same sense of the word in Acts xvii. 31, 
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ὥρισε Se. κριτήν, i.e. he [God] hath constituted him [Christ] the 
judge, &e,; comp. xvii. 26, ὁρίσας .... καιρούς. 

If we should construe the phrase thus, as some do: ‘ Declared to 
be the Son of God with power, by the Holy Spirit, on account of (by) 
his resurrection from the dead;’ one might then ask: How could the 
reserrection declare, in any special manner, that Christ was the Son of 
God? Was not Lazarus raised from the dead? Were not others 
raised from the dead, by Christ, by the apostles, by Elijah, and by 
the bones of Elisha? And yet was their resurrection proof, that they 
πεῖ the Sons of God? God did indeed prepare the way for universal 
dominion to be given to Christ, by raising him from the dead. To the 
Tike purpose is the apostle’s assertion in Acts xvii. 31. But how an 
event common to him, to Lazarus, and to many others, could of itself 
demonstrate him to be the Son of God ἐν dvvéyer—remains yet to be 
shewn. 

‘These questions appear to me so forcible, that I must go back to the 
more simple and unembarrassed meaning: ‘ Constituted the Son of God 
‘with power, in respect to his pneumatic state or condition, after his 
resurrection from the dead.’ The sequel will exhibit additional con- 
‘siderations, in respect to this subject. 

The phrase υἱοῦ Θεοῦ is still more difficult of interpretation. In 
order to be as brief as possible, I begin with the generic idea. Υἱὸς 
Gees any rational being may be called, who is formed in the image 
οἵ God, i.e. possesses by his gift a moral and intellectual nature like 
his own. The original idea of υἱός, is that of derivation. The secondary 
‘one {which is often employed), is that of resemblance. The third 
gradation of meaning is, that of being regarded or treated as a son, 
‘aceupying the place of a son, viz. having distinguished gifts, favours, or 
blessings bestowed on any one. To one or the other of these classes of 
‘meaning, may all the instances be traced, in which the phrase son or 
sons of God is applied, in the Old Testament or the New. 

‘It is superfluous here to shew that υἱός, in its primary and literal 
‘sense, as applied to the relations of men, means @ masculine descendant 
of any one; or that it means offspring, posterity, near or remote. In 
regard to the phrase vide θεοῦ, it is applied, (1) To Adam, as proceeding 
immediately from the hand of the Creator, Luke iii. 38. (2) To those 
who are regenerated, or born of the Spirit of God, John i. 12, 13. 
Rom. viii. 15, 17. 1 Johniii. 1, 2, et seepe alibi. Connected with this, 
is the usage of calling all true worshippers of God his sons; e.g. 
Matt. ν. 9, 46. Luke vi xx. 86. Rom. viii. 14,19, 2 Cor. vi. 
18. Gal. iii. 26, Heb, xii. 6. Rev, xxi, 7. et alibi. (3) The same 
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appellation is sometimes given to such as are treated with special 
kindness ; e.g. Rom. ix. 26. Hos. i. 10. xi. 1. Deuts xxxii. 5, 19. 
Is. 1. 2. ΧΙ]. 6. Jer. xxxi.9. 2 Cor. vi. 18. God, as the common 
father and benefactor of all men, good and bad, in reference to this 
telation, often calls himself a father, and styles them his children ; 
‘If I be a father, where is mine honour?” “1 have nourished and 
brought up children, but they have rebelled against me.” Moreover, 
as all men are made in his image, i. 6. have an intellectual, rational, 
and moral nature like his own; on this account also they may be styled 
his children; but more specially does this apply to those who are 
regenerated, and itt whom the image of God that had been in part 
defaced, is restored. (4) As bearing some resemblance to the Supreme 
Ruler of the universe in respect to authority, or as having office by his 
special favour, kings are sometimes named sons of God ; e. g. Ps. 1xxxii. 6 
hoy 33). 2 Sam. vii. 14. So in Homer, διογενὴς βασιλεύς, 1]. 1. 279. 
II. 196. (5) Angels are called sons of God, for the like reason that 
men are, viz. because God is their creator and benefactor ; and specially, 
because they bear a high resemblance to God; see Jobi. 6. ii. 1. 
xxxviii. 7. Dan. tii. 25, 

It is evident from inspecting these examples, that men and angels 
may be called sons of God for more than one reason; nay, that in some 
cases all the reasons for giving this appellation are united. E.g. a 
pious Israelite might be called a son of God, because God was his 
creator; because of the special favours and blessings bestowed upon 
him, i.e. because of his being treated as a son; because he was born 
again by the power of the Holy Spirit; and because he bore a special 
resemblance to his heavenly Father. For each or for any one of these 
reasons, it is obvious we might, agreeably to Scripture usage, call any 
one a son of God, who is truly pious; and for all of them combined, or 
for any part of them, we might in like manner bestow on him the same 
appellation. I mention this here, because it is of no small importance 
in rightly estimating the force of ὁ υἱὸς τοῦ θεοῦ, as applied to Christ. 
We come now to consider this last phrase, as applied in this manner. 

(a) It designates Jesus as produced in the womb of the virgin Mary, 
by the miraculous influence of the Holy Spirit, Luke i. 32 (comp. 
Luke iii. 38). Perhaps the same sense belongs to it in Mark i. 1. 
The words of the centurion, in Matt. xxvii. 54 and Mark xv. 39, 
seem, in the mouth of a Roman, to have the like sense, although 
perhaps it is not altogether the same. 

(Ὁ) It means Jesus as the constituted King or Messiah. E.g. 
Matt. xvi. 16. xxvi. 63. Mark xiv. 61. Luke xxii. 70. John i. 49. 
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xi. 27; and probably in Matt. viii. 29. xiv. 38. Mark iii. 11. v. 7. 
Lake iv. 41. viii. 28. John i, 34, vi. 69. ix. 35. x. 36. Acts ix. 20. 
xiii. 33. Heb. v. 5. In the like sense, the appellation Son is given to 
him, in the way of anticipation, by the ancient prophets who foretold 
his appearance; Ps. ii. 7. Ixxxix. 27. On the like ground, kings, as we 
have seen in No. 4, are called sons of God ; Ps. Ixxxii. 6. 2 Sam.vii. 14. 
{c) The most common use of the phrase Son of God as applied 
τὸ the Messiah, is, to designate the high and mysterious relation which 
subsisted between him and God the Father, by virtue of which he was, 
in his complex person as θεάνθρωπος, the ἀπαύγασμα τῆς δόξης καὶ 
χορασὴρ τῆς ὑποστιίΐσεως τοῦ πατρός, Heb.i.3; the εἰκὼν τοῦ θεοῦ τοῦ 
ἀκράτου, Col. i. 15; the εἰκὼν τοῦ θεοῦ, 2 Cor. iv. 4, In this respect, 
ὁ υἱὸς row Θεοῦ is rather a name of nature than of office, for it is 
predicated upon the high and glorious εἰκών, resemblance, similitude, 
which the Son exhibits of the Father, he being the radiance (ἀπαύγασμα) 
of his glory; so that what Jesus said to Philip is true, viz. “ He that 
hath seen me, hath seen the Father,” John xiv. 9. “ It hath pleased 
the Father, that in him all fulness should dwell,” Col. i. 19; even 
* all the fulness of the Godhead bodily,” Col. ii. 9; and that high, yea 
divine honour should be paid to him, Phil. ii. 9—11. Rom, xiv. 11. 
(comp. ver. 9). Rev. v. 13, 14. John v.23, Heb. i. 6. As Son, 
Christ is lord and heir of all things, Heb. i. 2, 3, 8. In particular, it 
would seem to be one design of the New Testament writers, in using 
the appellation Son of God, to convey the idea of a most intimate 
connexion, love, and fellowship (so to speak), between him and the 
Pather, Compare, in order to illustrate this idea, such texts as 
Matt. xi. 27. Luke x. 22. Johni. 14, 18. Heb. i. 5, seq. Matt. iii, 17. 
Dake iii. 22. ix. 35. Col. i. 13. 2 Pet. i. 17. Matt. xvii. 5. Mark i. 11. 
ix. 7. Compare, also, with these last texts, the parables in Matt. xxi. 
37, seq. xxii. 2, seq. Mark xii. 6. Luke xx. 13; also John viii, 35, 
36, and x. 36, That God has given Christ the Spirit without measure, 
that he dwells in him σωματικῶς, that all counsels and secrets (so to 
speak) of the divine Nature are perfectly known to him, (John i, 18, 
Matt. xi. 27, Luke x. 22. John vi. 46, vii. 29. viii, 19. xiv. 9, 10, 
11, 20. x. 15), seems to be suggested by the appellation Son of God 
as frequently bestowed; for so the texts referred to, and other like 
texts, would imply. In a word, similitude, affection, confidence, and 
most intimate connexion, seem to be designated by the appellation Son, 
as applied to Christ. In this sense it is most frequent in the New 
Testament ; although with Paul, the idea of Messianic dignity or elevation 
is more commonly designated by Κύρεος. 
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But while I am fully satisfied that the term Son of God is oftentimes 
applied to Christ as a name of nature, as well as of office; yet I am as 
fully satisfied, that it is not applied to him considered simply as divine, 
or simply as Logos. It designates the Θεάνθρωπος, the God-man, i. e. 
the complex person of the Messiah, in distinction from his divine nature 
simply considered, or his Logos state or condition. The exceptions to 
this are only cases of such a nature, as shew that the appellation Sor of 
God became, by usage, a kind of proper name, which might be applied 
either to his human nature, or to his divine one, as well as to his 
complex person. In just sucha way proper names are commonly used; 
e.g. Abraham usually and properly means, the complex person of this 
individual consisting of soul and body. But when I say: ‘ Abraham 
is dead,’ I mean the physical part only of Abraham is so; and when I 
say: ‘Abraham is alive,’ I mean that his immortal part only is so. 
So in regard to the name Son of God; when I say: ‘The Son of God 
was crucified ;’ I mean that his mortal part was so; when I say: ‘ God 
sent his Son, the Son came out from the Father, he had glory with the 
Father before the world was,’ &c., I mean, in such cases, that the divine 
nature of the Son became incarnate, that ἑαυτὸν Exéywoe .... ἑαυτὸν 
ἐταπείνωσε (Phil. ii. 7, 8), taking upon him the likeness of our nature. 
But when I say, with John, that “ Jesus is the Son of God,” and that 
‘‘ Jesus Christ has come in the flesh,” I mean to designate his complex 
person, the θεάνθρωπος, the θεὸς ἐν σαρκὶ φανερωθεὶς, the λόγος σὰρξ 
γενόμενος" and this is the case with most of the examples of the phrase 
in the New Testament; see Excursus [. 

If I rightly understand the meaning of υἱοῦ θεοῦ, it designates the 
Messiah, the King of Israel, the Lord of all, in the passage before us. 
Such was Christ constituted, after his resurrection from the dead, when 
he ascended to take his place at the right hand of the Majesty on high, 
and was made κληρονόμος πάντων. To express this idea with intensity, 
the writer adds : 

"Ey δυνάμει, i.e. Christ was now constituted the Son of God or the 
Messiah, possessed of δύναμις or endowed with δυνάμις. Before his 
resurrection, he appeared as ‘‘a man of sorrows and acquainted with 
grief,” as “a root out of dry ground;” after it, he was clothed with 
supreme majesty and glory, and ‘‘all power in heaven and on earth 
was committed to him,” Matt. xxviii. 18. This last passage seems to 
present the key to the one before us. 

I am aware that ἐν cuvape has been connected, by many expositors, 
with ὀρισθέντος, and regarded as an adverb signifying poterter, TT AID, 
and so rendering intensive the participle just named, i.e. making the 
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whole to mean powerfully demonstrated, or shewn in a glorious or won- 
εἀεηβεῖ manner, &c. That the Dative case of a noun joined with iv, 
may be employed adverbially, is indeed in accordance with the laws of 
the Greek language. But is it in accordance with probability, in this 
case, that ἔν δυνάμει qualifies ὁρισθέντος ἢ It would seem to be a 
singular method indeed of expressing intensity. Why not put ἐν 
δυνάμει, in such a case, before ὁρισθέντος, in order to avoid an equivocal 
construction of a sentence? Then, again, how singular the quali- 
fication of a word which signifies to constitute, or, if you please, to shew. 
How could one think of adding ἐν δυνάμει to augment the signification 
of such a kind of verb or participle? Why not choose ἀποφαίνω, ἐλέγχω, 
or some such word which is intense in itself? And further; where are 
the analogies in the New Testament? Δυνάμιρ, as employed in 
general, is a qualification of a person, or thing, or an office, not of a 
verb; e.g. Acts x. 38, God anointed Jesus of Nazareth πνεύματι ἁγίῳ 
καὶ δυνάμει" Rom. xv. 19, ἐν δυνάμει, by the force of, by virtue of ; 
1 Cor. iy. 20, ‘the kingdom of God is ἐν δυνάμει"" 1 Cor. xv. 43, ‘the 
body is raised ἐν δυνάμει» ice. endowed with δύναμις" 1 Thess. i. 5, 
*the gospel was not in word only, but ἐν δυνάμει", 2 Thess. i, 11, ‘ the 
work of faith ἐν Zurdper’ 2 Thess. ii. 9, ἐν πάσῃ δυνάμει, endowed with 
sarious powers. Once only do I find ἐν δυνάμει apparently qualifying 
ἃ participle or verb, viz. Col. i. 29, ἐνεργουμένῃ ἐν ἐμοὶ ἐν δυνάμει, 
operating powerfully in me. Buthere the participle has such a meaning 
plainly susceptible of intensity. Can we say that the same is the 
ease with ὀρισθέντοςῦ As we cannot, I must therefore believe that ἐν 
δενάμει is designed to qualify υἱοῦ θεοῦ, in the manner before stated. I 
am the more inclined to this, when I see it to be affirmed in Matt. xxiv. 
$0. Mark xiii. 26. Luke xxi. 27, that ‘the Son of Man shall come, 
to take vengeance on the unbelieving Jews, μετὰ δυνάμεως καὶ dnc" 
when the Saviour says of himself, after his resurrection, ‘ πᾶσα δύναμις 
in heaven and earth is given to me,’ Matt. xxviii. 18; when Peter 
speaks of ‘having made known to those whom he addressed, the 
δόναμεν καὶ ἐξουσίαν of our Lord Jesus Christ,’ 2 Pet. i. 16; when the 
Son of Man represents himself after his resurrection, as * seated at the 
right hand τῆς δυνάμεως, Matt. xxvi. 64, Mark xiv. 62. Luke xxii. 
69; and when τὸ κράτος is ascribed to the Lamb in Rey. νυ. 13, and 
ἐξουσία in Rey-xii. 10. It does not seem to me, that there is any solid 
reason, why critics should any longer consider the application of ἐν 
δυνάμει, in our text, as doubtful, or as belonging to ὁρισθέντος. 

Κατὰ πνεῦμα dywovvnc—like every other expression in this verse, is 
contested. Some translate, by the Holy Spirit; and some, by a holy 
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spirit. 1.e. divine and miraculous power. A third party construe 
πνεῦμα here, as designating the higher nature or condition of Christ, 
i.e. his pneumatic nature or condition, if I may so express it. 

Schleusner, Flatt, Bengel, and others, find in ἁγιωσύνη a meaning 
designedly different from that of ἁγιότης or ἁγιασμός. Thus Bengel: 
“ ἁγιότης sanctitas, ἁγιασμὸς sanctificatio, ἁγιωσύνη sanctimonia.” But 
this seems to be imaginary ; for even in Latin, sanctimonia and sanctitas 
differ only in form, not in sense. In Greek, as there is no difference 
between ἀγαθωσύνη and ἀγαθότης, so there appears to be none between 
ἁγιωσύνη and dywrnc. The Seventy use ἁγιωσύνη for 39, strength, in 
Pa. xevi. 6 (xev. 6); for WI) in Ps. xcvii. 12; (xcvi. 12); and for ὙΠ 
in Ps. cxlv. 5 (cxliv. 5). But as πνεῦμα, so often called πνεύμα ἅγιον, 
is here joined with ἁγιωσύνης, I cannot doubt that the word ἁγιωσύνης is 
here employed in the place of the adjective ἄγιον, (like wap in Wp “Wi, 
i.e. my holy mountain). So the Genitive case of nouns is employed, 
in almost innumerable instances. If we may conjecture a reason why 
the apostle here preferred ἁγιωσύνης to ἅγιον, we might say, that it was 
because he wished to avoid the dubious meaning which ἅγιον would 
seem to give to the passage, as the reader would more naturally refer 
this epithet to divine influence, or to the Holy Spirit. 

But why should not one of the two first named senses of ἁγιωσύνης 
be adopted? I answer: Because there is contra-distinction, (not 
antithesis in the strict sense of the word, for it is climax here instead of 
antithesis), between xara σάρκα and κατὰ πνεῦμα. Christ, κατὰ σάρκα, 
was a king of David's race; Christ, cara πνεῦμα, was king in glory 
above, at the right hand of God. Such being the obvious meaning of 
the passage, I must reject the two first interpretations of ἁγιωσύνης, 
just mentioned. Those meanings are liable to serious objections; for 
if you say, that κατὰ πνεύμα means divine miraculous power ; then how, 
I ask, could this demonstrate that Christ was the Son of God, when he 
himself declares, that his disciples, after his death, shall do greater 
miracles than he had done? If you say that it means the Holy Spirit, 
as raising Christ from the dead (ἐξ ἀναστάσεως νεκρῶν), then this is 
contrary to the analogy of the Scripture, which represents God the 
Father as raising up Christ from the dead, Rom. vi. 4. viii. 11. Acts ii. 
24. 2Cor. xiii. 4. Besides, how could the being raised from the dead 
be proof, as Flatt intimates, of the divine nature of Christ, since Lazarus 
and many others had also been raised from the dead? But what is 
more than all, the evident contra-distinction between xara σάρκα and 
κατὰ πνεῦμα is wholly laid aside, by either of those methods of interpre- 
tation; which of itself is adequate reason for rejecting them. 
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We come then to the third position, viz. that πνεῦμα ἁγιωσύνης 
designates Christ in his higher or pnewmatic state or condition. But is 
this analogical ? Is πνεῦμα elsewhere applied to Christ in the like way ? 

That πνεῦμα is applied directly to Christ, seems clear from 2 Cor. iii. 
17, 6 κύριος [Χριστὸς] τὸ πνεῦμά gor and in ver. 18, κυρίου πνεύματος. 
‘The sppellation πνεῦμα is probably applied to Christ here, as the 
bestower of πνεῦμα. Again, in Heb. ix. 14, Christ is said to have 
‘offered himself, in the heavenly temple, a spotless victim to God διὰ 
πνεύματος αἰωνίου, in his everlasting pneumatic or glorified state. This 
passage does not seem fairly susceptible of any other meaning, when 
ene compares it with vs. 11, 12, which precede, and with the analogy 
of Seripture ; διὰ here being διὰ conditionis. 

In 1 Pet. iii. 18, the apostle speaking of Christ says, that he was 
ϑανατωθεῖς μὲν σαρκὶ, ζωοποιηθεὶς δὲ πνεύματι" where he apparently 
uses the very same contra-distinction which Paul makes use of in the 
verse before us. What can be the meaning of πνεῦμα, then, in such 
examples, if it be not the pneumatic state or condition or nature of the 
Saviour, i.e. his exalted and glorious state or nature? The word 
ζωστοιηθεὶς, as here used, seems not to indicate restored to life, (for in 
‘what sense can this be literally applied. to the πνεῦμα of Christ, even if 

‘mean nothing more than his human soul 7) but rendered happy, 
exalted to a state of glory ; comp. ch. iv. 1, where παθόντος is put for 
βανατωθεὶς in iii. 18, and is the antithesis of ζωοποιηθεὶς used in the 
‘sense just explained, 

If I rightly comprehend the meaning of these expressions as applied 
to Christ, the sense of the whole clause on which I have been com- 

is: ‘Of royal descent, even of David's lineage, as to his 
incarnate state (λόγος σὰρξ ἐγένετο); the Son of God clothed with 
dominion, in his pneumatic i.e. exalted and glorified state.’ 

‘That both clauses, viz. that which describes his state κατὰ σάρκα, and 
that which describes his state κατὰ πνεῦμα ἁγιωσύνης, are designed to 
deseribe the dignity of the Saviour, seems altogether clear. Not anthi- 
thesis then, but climax, seems to be here intended, So, with Tholick, 
T understand the passage ; and I have interpreted it accordingly. I 
do not say that an ingenious critic can raise no difficulties with respect 
to this interpretation; but I cannot help thinking, that they are much 
Jess than attend any other method of exegesis which has yet been 


ἘΣ ἀναστάσεως τῶν νεκρῶν is another contested phrase. Many have 
rendered ἐξ by. So Chrysostom; who deduces from our verse three 
proofs which were exhibited in order to shew the divine nature of 
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Christ ; viz. (1) Ἐν δυνάμει, i.e. the wonderful miracles which Christ 
wrought. (2) The gift of the Holy Spirit, cara πνεῦμα ἁγιωσύνης. 
(3) The resurrection. The difficulty with his reasoning is, that in the 
same manner, prophets, apostles, and others, may be proved to be 
divine. There can indeed, be no doubt, that ἐκ (ἐξ) is, so far as this 
preposition is concerned, susceptible of such an interpretation. It is 
often used in the sense of propter, ex, and designates the causa occa- 
sionalis ; e.g. John iv. 6, Jesus being wearied ἐκ τῆς ὁδοιπορίας" Acts 
xxviii. 8. Rom. v. 16. Rev. viii. 13; or it designates the causa instru- 
mentalis, 1 Cor. ix. 14. 2 Cor. vii. 9. Rev. iii. 18. But, on the other 
hand, that ἐκ signifies after, since, in respect to time, is equally clear 
and certain; e.d. ἐκ κοιλίας μητρός, FROM the time of one's birth; 
Matt. xix. 20, ἐκ νεότητος, FRoM early youth; Luke viii. 27, ἐκ χρόνων 
ἱκανῶν, a long time since; xxiii. 8. John vi. 64, 66. ix. 1, 32. Acts 
ix. 38. xv. 21. xxiv. 10. Rev. xvii. 11, ἐκ τῶν ἑπτά ἐστι, AFTER the 
seven; 2 Pet. ii. 8; comp. Sept. in Gen. xxxix. 10. Lev. xxv. 50. 
Deut. xv. 20.—So in the classics; Arrian, Exped. Alex. I. 26. 8. 
ἐκ νότων σκληρῶν, AFTER vehement south winds. III.15.18. V. 25. 8. 
Hist. Ind. 38. 5, ἐκ τοσῶνδε κακῶν, AFTER 80 many evils. Xenoph. Res 
Greecee, VI. ἐξ ἀρίστου, AFTER dinner. No doubt can be left, then, 
that ἐξ ἀναστάσεως νεκρῶν may be rendered, AFTER the resurrection from 
the dead, or siNcE his resurrection, &c. So Luther, stint der Zeit er 
auferstanden ist, since the time when he arose. 

᾿Αναστάσεως νεκρῶν, moreover, is one of those combinations of the 
Gen. case with a preceding noun, which express great latitude of con- 
struction. Here it is equivalent to ἀναστάσεως ἐκ νεκρῶν. Both 
phrases, viz. ἀνάστασις νεκρῶν and ἀνάστασις ἐκ νεκρῶν, are used by 
the New Testament writers; ¢. g. the first in Matt. xxii. 31. Acts 
Xvii. 32. xxiv. 21. xxvi. 28. and Paul limits himself to this same 
phraseology, 6. g. 1 Cor. xv. 12, 13, 21, 42. Heb. vi. 2; the second 
in Luke xx. 85. Acts iv. 2. I can perceive no difference whatever 
in their meaning. In regard to the latitude in which the Genitive is 
employed, in order to designate relations which might otherwise be 
expressed by a preposition, see Winer’s N. Test. Gramm. ὃ 30. ed. 3d. 

The apostle having given his views respecting the dignity of Christ 
both κατὰ σάρκα and κατὰ πνεῦμα, (for distinction’s sake I include his 
declaration in a parenthesis, in my version of the passage), he now 
resumes the theme mentioned at the beginning of ver. 3, viz. τοῦ viow 
αὑτοῦ, by adding the other usual appellatives of honour and office given 
to the Son: which are, Ἰησοῦ Χριστοῦ τοῦ κυρίον ἡμῶν. Ἀύριος is a word 
of deep interest to Christians. Applied to Christ it properly denotes 
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‘him as supreme Ruler or Lord, especially of his church, Matthew and 
‘Mark do not apply this title absolutely to Christ, except after his resur- 
rection, Matt. xxviii. 6. Mark xvi. 19,20. But Luke, John, and 
Paul, apply it to him everywhere and often. With Paul the applica- 
tion seems to be in a manner exclusive. God the Father, or God 

considered, is named κύριος about thirty times, in the 
Old Testament passages which Paul cites: but elsewhere, with the 

some four or five instances, Paul gives to Christ exclusively 
the title of κύριος or ὁ κύριος, in more than two hundred and fifteen 
instances; see Bib. Repos. I. 733, seq. The article makes no 
difference in the meaning, inasmuch as the word is a kind of proper 
name by usage, is employed in like manner as one, and may there- 
fore take or omit the article at the pleasure of the writer. See 
the Essay on the meaning of the word κύριος, in the Bibl, Repos. as 
above. 

(5) Ae ob .... ἀποστολήν, by whom we have received grace and the office 
of en apostle. Chrysostom, Grotius, and others interpret this as though 
meant χάρεν τῆς ἀποστολῆς, the favour or privilege of the apostolic office ; 
ie. they construe the last words as a Hendiadys. Augustine, as 
quoted by Tholuck, seems to have hit the real meaning: “ Gratiam 
‘cum omnibus fidelibus accepit—apostolatum, non cum omnibus.” I 
prefer to separate the meaning of the words. As to χάρις, comp. 
‘A Timi 12—14. As to ἀποστολῇ, comp. Acts ix. 15. xiii. 2. 
xxi. 31. 

Εἰς ὑπακοὴν πίστεως, on account of the obedience of faith Fic, 
followed by an Acc., in almost innumerable instances designates the 
object or end for which any thing is, or is done. The idea here is, that 
the office of an apostle had been given to Paul, ‘in order that (cic) he 
should further or promote obedience to the faith,’ i.e. to the gospel ; 
‘or (as we may construe πίστεως) the obedience of faith, viz. that which 
‘springs from subjective or internal faith. I prefer this latter sense, as 
being on the whole the most energetic. 

"Ey πᾶσι τοῖς ἔθνεσι, among all nations ; see Bretschn, Lex. ἐν. No. 7, 
2d edit. “Εθνεσι may be rendered Gentiles here, inasmuch as Paul was 
“the apostle of the Gentiles;” but the expression seems to be more 
general. He means to say, that he received the office of an apostle, in 
order that the gospel might be preached to all nations, to Gentiles as 
well as to Jews, 

Ὑπὲρ τοῦ ὀνόματος αὐτοῦ, for his name's sake, which means, on his 
account. But with what is this to be joined? Does the apostle mean 
to say, that he had received χάριν καὶ ἀποστολήν on his [Christ's] 
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account; or does he join the latter expression with εἰς ὑπακοὴν πίστεως 
and thus designate the following sentiment, viz. that ‘ obedience spring- 
ing from Christian faith may be promoted among all nations, so that 
Christ may be glorified?’ In this latter way I should prefer to interpret 
it; and so Tholuck has done in his Commentary, as also Castellio and 
others. 

(6) Ἔν οἷς ἐστε καὶ ὑμεῖς, among which [nations] are ye [Romans]. 
The writer means to say: ‘Among those nations are ye, who have 
been won over to obey the Christian faith.’ So the sequel: κλητοὶ 
Ἰησοῦ Χριστοῦ, the called of Jesus Christ, i.e. the called who belong to 
Christ. Κλητός (see on the word under ver. 1) means, by the usage of 
Paul, not only those to whom the external call of the gospel has been 
addressed, but those who have also been internally called; in other 
words, it designates effectual calling. My reason for supposing 1. Χριστοῦ 
here to be a Genitive which designates belonging to, rather than a Genstious 
agentis (in which case it would signify of or by Christ), is, that the 
usual idiom ascribes the calling of sinners to Christ as effected by the 
agency of the Father, or of the Holy Spirit. KAnrot I. Χριστοῦ, accord~ 
ing to the interpretation now given, would mean ‘ Christians effectually 
called.’ 

(7) Πᾶσι... .. θεοῦ, to all who are at Rome, beloved of God; i.e. to 
all these λέγω, γράφω, I say what follows in the sequel, viz. Χάρις ὑμῖν, 
&c. I am inclined to think, that in saying ἐν Ρώμῃ, the apostle meant 
to include not only the Christians who habitually dwelt there, but also 
Christians from abroad, more or less of whom must have frequented 
that great city. Such was the concourse of Greeks there in Juvenal’s 
time, that he calls it Grecam urbem. Christian foreigners who were 
in the city, no doubt would attend worship with the church which be- 
longed there; so that the apostle might well address the whole body 
of those who joined in Christian worship. 

KAnroic ἁγίοις, chosen saints, or saints effectually called. So most 
editions and commentaries unite these words, making κλητοῖς an ad- 
jective qualifying ἁγίοις" and so I have translated them. This may 
be correct, inasmuch as the apostle had just before called them κλητοὶ I. 
Χριστοῦ. If this union of the two words was intended by him, they 
mean as much as to say, called or chosen to be holy, or to be consecrated 
to God, to be devoted to him. In the mean time, it is evident that the 
words may be pointed thus, «Anrvic, ἁγίοις, to those who are called, who 
are devoted to Christ. The sense is substantially the same, whichever 
way we choose to interpret the words. 

As to the appellations, ἀγαπητοῖς θεοῦ, κλητοῖς ἁγίοις, the reader may 
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compare the terms of honour and affection given to God's ancient 
people; in Exod. xix. 6. Deut. xxxiii. 3. xxii, 19; see also 1 Pet. 
ἢ. 9. 1 Tim. iii. 15. Phil. ii. 15. 1 John iii. 1, 2, 10. v. 1. 

Χάρις ὑμῖν se. ἔστω, may grace be imparted to you! Χάρις 1 understand 
as meaning every Christian grace and virtue, which the Spirit of God 
imparts to the followers of Christ; divine favour in the most extensive 
sense, but specially in the sense of spiritual blessings.—Eiphyn, like the 

happiness of every kind, peace with God and man, and 
s0 a state of quiet and happiness. ‘The same word (n>w) is used, 
down to the present hour, among the oriental nations who speak the 
‘Shemsitish Janguages, as an appropriate expression in their formulas of 
greeting, or of signifying good wishes. 

Uarpoc ἡμῶν, i.e. the Father of all Christians, of you and me. So 
‘Christ has taught his disciples, when they approach God in prayer, to 
say πεΐτερ ἡμῶν.--- Κυρίου, see under ver. 4. 

‘It should he remarked here, that in this prayer or wish, Paul seems 
to take it for granted, that the blessings for which he asks, come as 
really and truly (not to say as much) from the Lord Jesus Christ, as 
from God our Father. To the one, then, he addresses his prayer, as 
well as to the other. 

‘The reader, in looking back on what he has now read, will find the 

‘shole paragraph exceedingly characteristic of the manner in which 
Paul often writes, With regard to the parenthetic explanations or 
remarks in vs. 3,4, (see the remarks on the course of thought in 
these verses, under ver. 3), we have seen that they were occasioned by 
the association of ideas in the writer’s mind, which were connected 
with the mention of τοῦ υἱοῦ αὑτοῦ. So in respect to vs. 5 and 6 
again; they were evidently suggested to the mind by τοῦ κυρίου ἡμῶν 
in ver. 4. Having expressed the thoughts which κυρίου thus spontane- 
‘ously suggested, the writer again resumes the direct address or salu- 
tation which he was making: πᾶσι τοῖς οὖσιν, x.7.d. The words 
necessarily connected in the paragraph stand thus: περὶ τοῦ υἱοῦ αὑτου 
τιν Ἰησοῦ Χριστοῦ τοῦ κυρίου ἡμῶν... πᾶσι τοῖς οὖσιν ἐν Ῥώμῃ, 
«© 7-A.; so that the whole seven verses make but one sentence, which 
is grammatically connected together. In this are three parentheses, if 
‘WE count 6 προεπηγγείλατο διὰ τῶν προφητῶν αὑτοῦ ἐν γραφαῖς ἁγίαις as 
one; which we may do. This is an unusual number, even for Paul, in 
one sentence. Yet the characteristic of style developed by it is often 
to be seen, more or less, in the works of this distinguished apostle. 

{8) The apostle now proceeds to the expression of his kind feelings 
‘and wishes toward the church at Rome, in order to prepare the way, as 
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it was natural for him to do, to be the more kindly listened to by them. 
Πρῶτον, in the first place, first of all, viz. before I speak of other things. 
It does not here mean first in point of importance, but first in the order 
of time.—Mé», Bretschneider (Lex.) considers as here placed absolutely, 
i, 6. without its usual corresponding δέ; for he says: ‘‘ No δεύτερον 
follows,” i.e. no additional clause connected with δέ. But in this I 
think he is mistaken. For the apostle, after two paragraphs in his 
usual manner, which begin with γάρ (illustrating and confirming first 
what he had said in ver. 8, and then what he had said in ver. 10), pro- 
ceeds to the δεύτερον of his declarations in ver. 13, viz. ob θέλω δὲ ὑμὰς, 
x.r.A. That is, first, the apostle thanks God for their faith, &c. ; and 
secondly, he is desirous to tell them how much he has longed to pay 
them a visit, &c. 

Τῷ θεῷ μου, my God; the Christian religion which teaches us to say 
πάτερ ἡμῶν, allows us to say, θεός pov.—Ara Ἰησοῦ Χριστοῦ, per Chris- 
tum, auxilio Christi, interventté Christi, i.e. through, by, or in conse- 
quence of, what Christ has done or effected; in other words, Deo 
gratias ago respectts vestram omnium, ut Christo adjuvante fides vestra, 
§c. All that had been done among them to promote a true and saving 
belief, the apostle attributes to what Christ had caused or effected. 
But whether he means to designate what he had done for them by his 
sufferings and death, or by sending his Spirit, does not certainly ap- 
pear. In either sense, the passage will convey a meaning both tre 
and important. 

'Ὑπὲρ πάντων ὑμῶν, on account of you all; not for you in this sense, 
viz. in your room or stead.—TIllort¢ ὑμῶν, your Christian belief, your 
faith in the gospel. —"“Ody τῷ κόσμῳ, i.e. throughout the Roman 
empire. Koopoc and οἰκουμένη are frequently used in a limited sense, 
like the YUN and 42M of the Hebrews. Nothing is more natural 
than to suppose, that the faith of the church at Rome might have been 
widely known or reported, in consequence of that great city being 
frequented by strangers from all parts of the empire. 

(9) Μάρτυς yap... «θεός, for God is my witness. Yap explicantis 
et confirmantis; i.e. the apostle unfolds and confirms, in the following 
sentence, the evidence of his strong sympathies with them, and of his 
gratitude to God on their account. The reason why he here makes the 
appeal to God seems to be, that he being a stranger in person to the 
church at Rome, they might otherwise think his expressions to be 
merely those of common civility. 

Ὧι λατρεύω... .. αὐτοῦ, whom 1 serve with my soul [sincerely] in the 
gospel of his Son. Ἐν τῷ πνεύματί pou 1 understand as designating 
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in i.e. real, internal, spiritual devotedness, in distinction from 
4 n external or apparent. The apostle means to say, that 
‘be was sincerely and really devoted to the cause which he professed to 
a comp. Phil. iii, 3. 2 Tim.i. 3. Eph. vi. 6. 
29. 
τῷ εὐαγγελίῳ τοῦ υἱοῦ αὐτοῦ, by the preaching of the gospel 
respect to his Son, or by the preaching of the gospel of which 
the author, and which he taught me—Q¢ ἀδιαλείπτως + « 
How unceasingly I make remembrance of you. This shews 
zeal which the apostle cherished for the welfare of the 
churches ; for if he thus constantly interceded with God for 
at Rome, which he had never visited, we cannot suppose 
other churches which he had been the instrument of 
How different a phase would the Christian church 
p assume, if all its ministers were now actuated with the same 
of zeal which Paul exhibited ! 
(10) Πάντοτε. «.. δεόμενος, always making supplication in my 
prayers; which is confirming what he had said before, ἀδιαλείπτως 
μνείαν. ὑμῶν ποιοῦμαι, and at the same time pointing out the manner 
ἴω which he made this μνείαν, viz. in his supplications before God. 
_ Eizwe...-ipiic, [that] at some time or other, if possible before 
tong, I may (God willing) make a prosperous journey, and come to pay 
‘yee ἃ visit. Eirwe expresses a degree of uncertainty which hung 
future, in the writer's own mind, i.e. it means perhaps, if 
in some way, if by any means. Ἤδη, followed by the 
Pature, means mox, brevi, by and by, soon, before long. Ποτέ, aliquando, 
tandem, at last, at some time or other, at some future period; (πότε, 
with the accent on the penult, means when). Both the words ἤδη and 
ποτέ, have often nearly the same meaning when connected with a future 
tense. They may be here rendered thus: ποτέ, at last, at some time or 
other, ot at some future period; ἤδη, mox, before long; so in the 
version, where I have given to each word its own particular and 
Εὐοδωθήσομαι means, to make a pleasant or prosperous journey. A 
journey to Rome, which the apostle so ardently longed to visit, 
would in itself of course have been a pleasant one—'Ev τῷ θελή- 
τοῦ θεοῦ, i. e. Deo volente. Grotius renders the passage very 
happily: ‘Si forte Dei voluntas felicitatem mihi indulgeat ad vos 
veniendi." 
(11) Tap, in this verse, precedes a sentence designed to illustrate 
and confirm the declaration which Paul had just made, viz. that he 
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felt a deep interest for the church at Rome, and hoped yet to enjoy 
the pleasure of visiting them.—Iva τι. . .. πνευματικόν, that 7 may 
impart to you some spiritual favour or gift. Bengel, Michaelis, and 
others, interpret χάρισμα πνευματικόν as meaning miraculous gift, such as 
the apostles sometimes imparted by the imposition of hands. Augus- 
tine understands by the same words, the lore of one’s neighbour, sup- 
posing that the Jewish Christians at Rome were deficient in this virtue. 
But in ver. 12, the apostle expresses his expectation of receiving 
on his part a benefit like to that which he bestows on them; so that 
both of these methods of explanation seem to be fairly out of question. 
What he expected from them, was συμπαρακληθήναε. ... διὰ τῆς ἐν 
ἀλλήλοις πίστεως" consequently this was what he expected to do for 
them, viz. to encourage, animate, and strengthen them in their Chris- 
tian profession and virtues. 

So the latter part of our verse: εἰς ro στηριχθῆναι ὑμᾶς, that you mag 
be confirmed, viz. in the manner stated above. Nor does it follow, 
that the apostle viewed the church at Rome as weak in faith, because 
he says this ; unless we say that he was himself weak in faith, because 
he expects the like advantage of confirmation from his intercourse with 
them. Faith that is strong, and Christian virtue that is conspicuous, 
are capable of becoming still more so; and therefore expressions of this 
nature are never applied amiss, even to Christians of the highest order. 
The apostle “did not as yet count himself to have attained” all that 
elevation of Christian character of which he was capable, and which it 
was his duty to attain; Phil. i. 13, seq. 

(12) Τοῦτο δέ ἐστι, that ts, id est, prefixed to an epexegesis, or an 
ἐπανύρθωσις (correction), as the Greeks named explanatory clauses of 
such a nature as that which now follows. The apostle, lest the meaning 
of the preceding declaration might be misconstrued, adds (in ver. 12) the 
more full expression of his sentiment. He does not mean to assert, 
that the consequence of his visiting Rome would be mercly their con- 
firmation in the Christian faith, and so the advantage be all on their 
side; but he expects himself to be spiritually benefited by such a visit ; 
and this he fully expresses in ver. 12. The remark of Calvin on this 
passage is very striking and just: ‘“‘See with what gentleness a pious 
soul will demean itsclt! It refuses not to seek confirmation even from 
mere beginners in knowledge. Nor does the apostle use any dissimu- 
lation here ; for there is none so poor in the church of Christ, that he 
cannot make some addition of importance to our stores. We, unhappily, 
are hindered by pride from availing ourselves properly of such an 
advantage.” How very different is the spirit and tenor of this remark 
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from that of Erasmus, who calls the expression of the apostle, pia 
‘afrities et sancta adulatio! 

Συμπαρακληθῆναι .... ἐμοῦ, to be comforted among you by the 
watual faith both of you and me. Παρακληθῆναι, in Attic Greck, 
means fo call, to invite, to exhort. But in Hellenistic Greek, it not 
only means to exhort, but specially to address one in such a way as to 
administer comfort, encouragement, hope, resolution, ὅθ, I have ren- 
dered the word comfort, only because I cannot find any English word 
‘which will convey the full sense of the original—Ey, among ; and so, 
oftentimes ; see the lexicons.—'Ey ἀλλήλοις, placed between the article 
and its noun, is of course employed in the manner of an adjective, i. 6. 
it means mutual.— yoy τε καὶ ἐμοῦ is simply a repetition of the idea 
conveyed by ἐν ἀλλήλοις. This repetition denotes the strong desire 
‘whieh the apostle entertained, to be understood by the church at Rome 
‘as saying, that he expected good from them, as well as hoped that they 
might receive good from him. 

(13) The apostle had already signified his desire to visit Rome, 
ys. 10,11. But here he proceeds to shew how definitely and frequently 
he had cherished such a desire; which gives intensity to the whole 


Ob θέλω dé... . ὑμᾶς, moreover I am desirous, brethren, to have you 
know, that I have often purposed to come to you. Aé in this passage I 
megard as corresponding to μέν in ver. 8, and so making the τὸ δεύτερον 
or apedosis of the apostle’s discourse. Οὐ θέλω ipac ἀγνοεῖν is the 
same insense as θέλω ὑμᾶς γινώσκειν ; but the first form of expression 
(in & negative way), is what the Greeks called λιτότης, i.e. a softer or 
milder form of expression than direct affirmation. 

Πολλάκις προεθέμην, I have often purposed. How often, or for how 
Jong a time, we have no means of ascertaining, But one thing is clear 
from this, and many other like passages, viz. that the apostles were not 
sniformly and always guided in all their thoughts, desires, and purposes, 
by an infallible Spirit of inspiration. Had this been the case, how could 
Paul have often purposed that which never came to pass? Those who 
plead for such a uniform inspiration, may seem to be zealous for the 
honour of the apostles and founders of Christianity ; but they do in fact 
eherish a mistaken zeal. For if we once admit, that the apostles were 
aniformly inspired in all which they purposed, said, or did; then we are 
constrained of course to admit, that men acting under the influence of 
inspiration, may purpose that which will never come to pass or be done ; 
may say that which is hasty or incorrect, Acts xxiii. 3; or do that 
which the gospel disapproves, Gal. ii. 13, 14. But when this is once 
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fully admitted, it makes nothing for the credit due to any man, to affirm 
that he is inspired; for what is that inspiration to be accounted of, 
which, even during its continuance, does not guard the subject of it 
from mistake or error? Consequently those who maintain the uniform 
inspiration of the apostles, and yet admit (as they are compelled to do) 
their errors in purpose, word, and action, do in effect obscure the glory 
of inspiration, by reducing inspired and uninspired men to the same 
level. - 

To my own mind nothing appears more certain, than that inspiration 
in any respect whatever, was not abiding and uniform with the apostles 
or any of the primitive Christians. To God’s only and well beloved 
Son, and to him only, was it given to have the Spirit ἀμετρῶς or ob ἐκ 
μέτρον, John iii. 34. All others on whom was bestowed the precious 
gift of inspiration, enjoyed it only ἐκ pérpov. The consequence of 
this was, that Jesus “knew no sin, neither was guile found in his 
mouth ;” but all his followers, in so far as they were left without 
the special and miraculous guidance of the Spirit, committed more or 
less of error. 

This view of the subject frees it from many and most formidable 
difficulties. It assigns to the Saviour the pre-eminence which is justly 
due. It accounts for the mistakes and errors of his apostles. At the 
same time, it does not detract, in the least degree, from the certainty 
and validity of the apostolic sayings and doings, when these ministers 
of the gospel were under the special influence of the Spirit of God. 

Καὶ ἐκωλύθην .... δεῦρο, but have been hindered until now.—Kal, 
although or but; Bretschn. Lex. καί IIT: “ex Hebraismo καί est 
particula adversativa, sed, vero, at;” of which he gives many examples. 
The well-known power of Ἷ to stand before a disjunctive clause, throws 
light on this usage, which, to say the least, is very unfrequent in classic 
Greek. 

Ἵνα reva... . ἔθνεσιν, that I might have some fruit even among you, as 
also among other Gentiles ; i.e. that I might see my labours to promote 
the gospel crowned with success even at Rome, the capital of the world, 
as well as in all other places where I have preached. 

(14) “Ελλησί re.... εἰμί, 1 am indebted both to Greeks and Bar- 
barians, to the learned and the ignorant ; i.e. ὀφειλέτης εἰμὶ εὐαγγελί- 
ζεσϑαι, 1 am under obligation to preach the gospel. In classic usage, 
βάρβαροι means all who spoke a language foreign to the Greek. Of 
course, the Romans themselves, by this usage, would be named [dp- 
(βαροι" and so Philo constantly names them; and Plautus himself calls 
the Latin language barbara lingua, and Italy barbaria. But here the 
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question with the apostle is not in respect to language, but only in 
regard to circumstances and condition of knowledge. Ἕλλησι, then, 
seems to be equivalent to σοφοῖς, and βαρβάροις to ἀνοήτοις. Considered 
in this way, Ἕλλησι καὶ βαρβάροις mean the polished and unpolished, or 
the learned and ignorant, or (to use the idiom of the present day) ‘ the 
civilized and the savage.’ 
Σοφοῖς re καὶ ἀνοήτοις should be regarded here as characterizing the 
state of knowledge, rather than the real attributes or faculties of men 
δι |. Learned and unlearned, is the rendering ad sensum. 
(45) Tholuck finds much difficulty|in the οὕτω of the clause which 
follows; and after discussing it at some length, comes to the con- 
clusion, that the apostle has here “fallen out of his construction,” 
inasmuch as the nature of his sentence requires that καθώς should be 
placed before“EAAna, in order to make out the comparison. But I do 
ποῖ feel this difficulty. Surely οὕτω or οὕτως often stands alone, without 
ἃ preceding καθώς or ὥσπερ' as any one may see by opening a lexicon 
oreconcordance. Οὕτω is often employed in this way, in the sense of 
similiter, simili modo, eodem modo, in the like way, in such a way, in a 
similar manner, in the same manner. Thus in Matt, ν. 16. vii. 17. 
xvii. 14. Mark xiii. 29. xiv. 59. Luke xiv. 33, et sepe alibi. What 
hinders, now, that we should understand it, in the verse before us, in 
thesame way? ‘I am under obligation,’ says the apostle, ‘ to preach 
the gespel [for εὐαγγελίσασθαι is implied in the first clause] to the 
leamed and the unlearned.’ What then? ‘In the like manner 
(efrwe),i. 6. being under a similar obligation, or circumstances being 
thus (οὔτω ὀφειλέτης Gv), 1 am ready (τὸ kar’ ἐμὲ πρόθυμον) to preach 
the gospel even to you who are at Rome.’ If the reader does not think 
that the above references go so far as to give to οὕτω the sense here 
assigned it, viz. matters being thus, or circumstances being thus or being 
ἐκ this condition, he may turn to John iv. 6, where it is said: “Jesus 
being weary on account of his journeying, ἐκαθέζετο οὕτως ἐπὶ τῇ πηγῇ," 
he sat down in this condition upon the well, namely, in a state of weari- 
mess. All the attempts that I have seen, to give οὕτως any other sense 
here, seem to be in vain. Compare also Rey. iii. 16, “I would thou 
wert either cold or hot! Οὕτως, [i.e. the matter being thus, or since 
thou art neither cold nor hot, as the writer goes on to explain}, I will 
spue thee out of my mouth.” So in the text before us, οὕτω, ‘the 
matter being thus, viz, it being true that I am under obligation to preach 
to all classes of men, I am ready to preach at Rome ;’ or, ‘since I am 
bound in duty to preach to all, in accordance with this (οὕτω) 1 am 
ready to preach the gospel at Rome.’ If καθὼς were placed before 
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“Ἕλλησι, as Tholuck and others judge it should be, the sentiment would 
be thus: ‘ In proportion to my obligation to preach to all men, is my 
readiness to preach at Rome;’ a sentiment which, although doubtless 
true, does not seem to me to be the one which the apostle means here 
to convey. It is more simple to understand him as saying: ‘Since I 
am bound to preach to all, in accordance with this obligation I am 
ready to preach even at Rome (καὶ ὑμῖν), formidable and difficult as the 
task may seem to be.’ Comp. 1 Cor. ix. 16. 

To car’ ἐμὲ πρόθυμον, lit. [there is] a readiness in respect to myself, 
q.d. Iam ready, the same as ἐγὼ πρόθυμον ἔχω. Or it may be inter- 
preted in this way: ‘There is a readiness so far as it respects me,’ 
namely, to the extent of my ability, so far as it depends on me: 
meaning to intimate, that the actual disposal of the matter is to be 
wholly committed to God. As to τὸ πρόθυμον (an adjective of the 
neuter gender) being used for a noun; nothing is more common than 
for the Greeks to employ adjectives in this way. 

Kai ὑμῖν has an emphasis in it, i.e. eren to you, at Rome, the metro- 
polis of the world. In other words: ‘I shun not to preach the gospel 
any where; to the most learned and critical, as well as to the most 
unlearned and unskilled in judging.’ Ἔν, aé; and so oftentimes before 
nouns of place. 

(16) Οὐ yap .... Χριστοῦ, for 1 am not ashamed of the gospel of 
Christ ; which contains a reason or ground of his readiness to preach 
it, which he had just before asserted. He gloried in the gospel; in 
fact he gloried in nothing else. Although Christ crucified was “ to the 
Jews a stumbling-block, and to the Greeks foolishness,” he shunned 
not to preach it on this account, but was willing even in presence 
of the learned and the sophists at Rome, to proclaim the truth as it is 
in Jesus. 

The reading τοῦ Χριστοῦ is marked by Knapp as wanting an 
adequate support, and is rejected by Griesbach. In respect to the 
sense of the passage, its insertion or rejection will make no important 
difference. If retained, τοῦ Χριστοῦ must be construed as Geniticus 
objecti, i.e. the gospel respecting Christ, or of which Christ is the 
object. 

Here ends the first or salutatory part of the epistle. The remainder 
of ver. 16 (with vs. 17, 18) constitutes the leading subject or theme of 
the epistle; which the writer here as it were formally proposes, and 
which he then proceeds to confirm, illustrate, and fortify. 
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CHAP. I. 16—18. 


say be appropri 


ἔπος πὶ 


st Broceed formally and in order 
‘and establish these propositions separately and successively; but now 

ive truths, and now another, comes into view as he pro- 
ceeds, and the whole is fully developed by him in the course of the epistle. 


82 
ἢ 
3. 
i 


Δύναμις γὰρ... πιστεύοντι, for it is the power of God, unto the 
saleation of every one who believes; i.e. it is made the efficacious 
instrament, by which God promotes or accomplishes the salvation of 
all believers. δύναμις θεοῦ means, that by it God exerts his power; it 
is powerful through the energy which he imparts, and so it is called his 
power. It is mighty εἰς σωτηρίαν, to the salvation, i.e. to the accom- 
plishment or attainment of salvation, ic with the Accusative is, in a 
multitude of cases, used in the like manner.—Mayvri τῶ πιστεύοντι, 
Dativus commodi ; the gospel brings salvation fo every believer, or it is 
the means of imparting it to him. 

Tlowtaly . ... Ἕλληνι, to the Jew first, and then to the Greek, or and 
ales to the Greek. In proclaiming the gospel, the primitive preachers 
of it themselves being Jews, were directed first to proclaim the offers 
of merey through a Saviour to the Jews, wherever they went, and then 
to the Gentiles; which was the order usually followed, and to which 
the clause before us seems to advert. That the πρῶτον here merely 
relates to the order in which the gospel was proposed, and not to any 
substantial preference of the Jew over the Greek, the sequel of this 
epistle most abundantly shews. So Chrysostom: τάξεώς ἐστι πρῶτον, 
i. e. πρῶτον relates merely to order. 

(17) Δικαιοσύνη γὰρ θεοῦ. The yap is γάρ illustrantis, as the lexi- 
cographers say. In the preceding verse the apostle has said, that the 
gospel is, through divine power accompanying it, an efficacious instru- 
ment of salvation παντὶ τῷ πιστεύοντι, to every believer. On this last 
expression an emphasis is to be laid; inasmuch as the great object of 
Paul, in the epistle before us, is to shew that salvation is gratuitously 
bestowed on the believer in Christ, but never conferred in any case on 
the ground of merit. The design of ver. 17 is to suggest, that faith or 
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belief is the appointed means or condition of justification, i.e. of 
obtaining pardoning mercy with God; that the Old Testament Scrip- 
tures confirm this idea; and consequently, that salvation is granted to 
believers, and to them only: all which goes to illustrate and establish 
the affirmation in ver. 16. It is in this way that yap connects the fine 
and delicate shades of thought and processes of reasoning, in the Greek 
language ; a circumstance which has, unhappily for the criticism of the 
New Testament, been quite too much overlooked by the great body of 
interpreters. 

Δικαιοσύνη θεοῦ is a phrase among the most important which the New 
Testament contains, and fundamental in the right interpretation of the 
epistle before us. To obtain a definite and precise view of its meaning, 
we must betake ourselves, in the first place, to the verb δικαιόω" for 
from the meanings which this verb conveys, come nearly all the shades 
of meaning that belong to δικαιοσύνη and δικαέωσις, so often employed 
(especially the former) in the writings of Paul. 

The Greek sense of the verb δικαιόω, differs in one respect from 
the corresponding Hebrew verb /7T$; for this (in Kal) means to be 
just, to be innocent, to be upright, and also to justify one’s self, to be 
justified, thus having the sense of either a neufer or passive verb. In 
the active voice, δικαιόω in Greek has only an active sense, and is used 
in pretty exact correspondence with the forms /%3 and P*43"1 (Piel 
and Hiphil)) of the Hebrews, i. e. it means, to declare just, to pronounce 
just, to justify, i.e. to treat as just; consequently, as intimately con- 
nected with this, to pardon, to acquit from accusation, to free from the 
consequences of sin or transgression, to set free from a deserved penalty. 
This last class of meanings is the one in which Paul usually employs 
this word. As a locus classicus to vindicate this meaning, we may 
appeal to Rom. viii. 88, ‘Who shall accuse the elect of God? It is 
God ὁ δικαιῶν, who acquits them,’ viz. of all accusation, or who liberates 
them from the penal consequences of transgression. Exactly in the 
same way is it said, in Prov. xvii. 15, ‘ He who justifieth (;)°T3O) the 
wicked, and he that condemneth the just, even they both are an 
abomination to the Lord.’ So in Exod. xxiii. 7, ‘I will not justify 
(PY TSE 5) the wicked.’ In the same manner Is. v. 23 speaks : ‘ Whe 
justify the wicked (D211 ‘2°T8D) for a reward.’ In these and all 
such cases, the meaning of the word justify is altogether plain ; viz. it 
signifies to acquit, to free from the penal consequences of guilt, to pro- 
nounce just, i. 6. to absolve from punishment, it being directly the 
opposite of condemning or subjecting to the consequences of a penalty. 

In this sense Paul very often employs the verb; ec. g. Rom. v. 1, 
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Ucnuliivrec, being freed from punishment, being acquitted, being par- 
dontd,..- εἰρήνην ἔχομεν πρὸς τὸν θεόν. Rom. vy. 9, δικαιωθέντες, 
being sequitted, pardoned . . . . σωθησόμεθα δι αὐτοῦ ἀπὸ τῆς ὀργῆς, 
which salvation is the opposite of being subjected to punishment, or of 
wet being justified. In Gal, ii. 16, 17, δικαιόω is four times employed 
in the sense of absolved, acquitted, or treated as just, i, e. freed from 
pesalty and admitted to a state of reward. So Gal. iii, 8,11. iii. 24. 
v.4, Tit, iii. 7. In Rom. iv. 5, τὸν δικαιοῦντα τὸν ἀσεβῆ is plainly 
susceptible of no other than the above interpretation; for those who 
ὅτε ungodly, can never be made innocent in the strict and literal sense 
of this word, they can only be treated as innocent, i.e. absolved from 
the condemmation of the law, pardoned, delivered from the penalty 
threatened against sin. That the idea of pardon, or remission of the 
penalty threatened by the divine law, is the one substantially conveyed 
by διπιόω and δικαιοσύνη, as generally employed in the writings of 
Paul, is most evident from Rom. iv. 6, 7; where the blessedness of 
the man to whom the Lord imputes δικαιοσύνη, i.e, reckons, counts, 


i.e. whom he does not treat or punish as 
sinner. This is a fundamental explanation of the whole subject, so 
far as the present class of meanings attached to δικαιόω and δικαιοσύνη, 
ἦν concerned. 

Tn the same sense we have the word δικαιόω in Rom. 
80. iv. 2, etal. spe. So Acts xiii. 38, 39. Luke xvi 
Sept. in Gen. xxxviii. 26. Job xxxiii. 32. Is. xliii, 26. 

‘The way is now open for an easy and intelligible explanation of 
the nouns, which stand intimately and etymologically connected with 
the verb δικαίοω. These are three, viz. δικαιοσύνη, δικαίωμα, and 
δικαίωσες, all employed occasionally in the very same sense, viz. that of 
jestification, i. e. acquittal, pardon, freeing from condemnation, accept- 
ing and treating as righteous. All three of these nouns are employed 
cecasionally by the Seventy, in rendering the Hebrew word BBWS; 
which I mention merely to shew that the usus loquendi could employ 
all of them in the same sense; e.g. δικαιοσύνη for BPW in Prov. 
xvi. 11. xvii. 23. Is. Ixi. 8. Ezek. xviii. 17,19, 21, &.; δικαίωμα for 

Wm, Ex. xxi, 1,9, 31. xxiv. 3, et szepissime; δικαίωσις for DEW, 
Lev. xxiv. 22. 

Tn like manner all three of these nouns are employed in Paul's 
epistles; e. g. δικαίωμα in the sense of pardon, justification, Rom. v. 16, 
where it stands as the antithests of κατάκριμα" ξικαίωσις in Rom. iv. 25, 


24, 26, 28, 
. 14. Comp. 
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where it plainly means justification ; and so in Rom. v. 18, where it is 
the antithesis of κατάκριμα. 

But the word δικαιοσύνη is the usual one employed by Paul to desig- 
nate gospel justification, i.e. the pardoning of sin, and 
and treating as righteous. So we find this word plainly employed, m 
Rom. iii. 21, 22 (comp. ver. 24), 25, 26. iv. 11,18. v. 17, 21. 
ix. 30, 31. x. 3, 4, 5, 6, 10. 2 Cor. v. 21 (abstract for concrete). Phil. 
fii. 6,9. Heb. xi. 7, et alibi seepe. 

With these facts before us, we now return to our text. Δικαιοσύνῳ 
θεοῦ seems very plainly to have the same meaning that it has in 
Rom. iii. 21, and in the other passages just referred to in this epistle, 
viz. the justification or pardoning mercy bestowed on sinners who are 
under the curse of the divine law. In this sense it is allied to the 
Hebrew ΤΊΣ, which often means kindness, benignity, favour, deli- 
verance from evil; e. δ. Is. xlv. 8, 24. xlvi. 13. xlviii. 18. li. 6, 8. 
liv. 17. lvi. 1, and often in the Psalms. 

The reader must be careful to note, however, that the simple idea of 
pardon, unattended by any thing else, i.e. the mere deliverance from 
punishment, is not all which is comprised in the meaning of δικαιόω and 
δικαιοσύνη. The idea is more fully expressed by accepting and treating 
as righteous. Now when this is done by a benefactor, he does not stop 
with the simple remission of punishment, but he bestows happmess in 
the same manner as though the offender had been altogether obedient. 
As there are but two stations allotted for the human race, i. e. heaven or 
hell ; so those who are delivered from the latter must be advanced to 
the former. 

All is now plain. Δικαιοσύνη θεοῦ is the justification which God 
bestows, or the justification of which God is the author. Θεοῦ is the 
Genitivus auctoris; as in innumerable cases elsewhere. This is made 
altogether clear, by comparing Rom. ili. 21—24; and indeed the 
whole tenor of the discussion in the epistle to the Romans seems 
imperiously to demand this sense. 

We may now judge what we should think of the exegesis, which 
explains δικαιοσύνη θεοῦ, in this passage, as meaning God's attribute of 
justice. The δικαιοσύνη here in question, is that which is εἰς σωτηρίαν 
παντὶ τῷ πιστεύοντι" but is God's justice, which must of course pass 
sentence of condemnation on all sinners, the attribute which is revealed 
in the gospel as saving them? Besides, the δικαιοσύνη θεοῦ of ver. 17, 
is in direct antithesis with the ὀργὴ θεοῦ of ver. 18, which inflicts 
punishment ; how then can the first mean simple justice, which must 
condemn offenders ? 
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@hrysostom: and Scheettgen explain δικαιοσύνη as meaning goodness. 

We hare seen above, that 777% often has such a meaning. In a 

this mode of interpreting would not be wide of the mark. 

The objection to it here is, that it is mot so specific as δικαιοσύνη θεοῦ 
was by the writer designed to be. 

‘Tholuek, after rejecting the two last named interpretations, proposes 
another which seems to me inadmissible. His exegesis is thus: “ In 
the gospel, the way is made known of perfectly fulfilling the law, as 

” But how would this place ver. 17 in antithesis with 
yer. 18? Such an antithesis is clearly designed by the writer. In 
ver, 18 the sentiment is: ‘The gospel discloses the punishment of all 
sin’ riz, all which is persevered in. In ver. 17, therefore, we have the 
sentiment, that the gospel reveals the way of escape from punishment, 
Lecreveals pardon to the believer in Jesus. 

‘Then why should we adopt a sense of δικαιοσύνη θεοῦ here, which 
must be dropped, for the most part, in the remainder of the epistle ἢ 
At least, if it be retained, it makes the modes of expression so involved 
end contorted and difficult, that one knows not how to admit it. I do 
net deny that δικαιοσύνη sometimes means righteousness, in the sense of 
piety, or obedience to the divine law; but here, and in the like pas- 
sages, it seems to me very plain, that it conveys the idea of pardon, of 


‘Writer's mind, to liberation from punishment, and the obtaining of 
salvation, is perfectly clear from the quotation which he immediately 
makes from the Old Testament, in order to sanction the sentiment 
which he had uttered, viz. δίκαιος ἐκ πίστεως ζήσεται, he who is just, i.e. 
he who is accepted or regarded as δίκαιος, shall obtain life, i.e. shall be 
happy by faith (not by merit). Such then is the δικαιοσύνη θεοῦ, that it 
bestows unmerited favour on perishing sinners ; not on those who have 
fulfilled the law, (for who has done this ?) but on those who believe in 
Jesus: comp. Rom. iv. 3—5. 

Such a δικαιοσύνη is revealed in or by the gospel, ἐν αὐτῷ ἀπο- 
καλύπτεται" for αὐτῷ refers to τὸ εὐαγγέλιον in ver. 16. ‘The apostle 
does not mean to say, that nothing respecting such a faith was before 
revealed; for he appeals immediately to the Old Testament Scriptures, 
in order to confirm the sentiment which he had just uttered. But the 
gospel, in the first place, makes such a revelation one of its most 
prominent features ; and therefore, secondly, justification by faith is 
revealed in it more fully and explicitly than it ever had been before. 
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In the same way, life and immortality are said to be brought to light 
by the gospel, 2 Tim. i. 10. 

"Ex πίστεως εἰς πίστιν, ἃ controverted, and (by reason of its con- 
nexion) very difficult phrase. The main question is, whether ἐκ 
πίστεως is to be joined with δικαιοσύνη, or whether it belongs in sense 
to εἰς πίστιν, so that ἐκ πέστεως εἰς πίστιν would make a kind of clé- 
mactic expression, which would be equivalent to the following phrase, 
viz. ‘from a lower to a higher degree of faith.’ In this latter way 
Theophylact understood it; for he says, ob yap ἀρκεῖ ro πρώτως 
πιστεῦσαι, ἀλλ᾽ ἐκ τῆς εἰσαγωγικῆς πίστεως Cet ἡμᾶς ἀναβαίνειν εἰς τὴν 
τελειότεραν πίστιν" i.e. ‘our first belief is not sufficient, but we must 
ascerd from our inceptive faith to a more perfect degree of it.’ 80 
Clemens Alex. (Strom. V. 1): Kot) πέστις καθάπερ θεμέλιος, καθὼς ὁ 
κύριος λέγει, ἡ πίστις σον σέσωκέ σε, 1. 6. ‘a common faith is as it were ἃ 
foundation, as Christ said; Thy faith hath saved thee.’ He then goes 
on to say, that ‘a τελεία πίστις is one which can remove mountains; on 
which account the apostles themselves made this request: Lord, we 
believe, help thou our unbelief.’ 

Tholuck approves of this exegesis; and it is substantially the same 
as that which has been defended by Melanchthon, Beza, Calov, Le Clere, 
and many others. But three difficulties seem to lie in the way of ad- 
mitting it; the first, that it does not appear at all to answer the 
exigency of the passage; the second, that the analogy of Paul's epistles 
is against it; the third, that the context is evidently repugnant to it. 

(a) The exigency of the passage. The exegesis in question would 
make Paul’s main thesis to be this: ‘The justification which God 
bestows, (or, according to Tholuck, the fulfilling of the law), is revealed 
in the gospel, from a lower degree of faith to a higher,’ i.e. (as I sup- 
pose is meant) it is so revealed as that men are required to advance 
from a lower degree of faith to a higher one. This would indeed be a 
most singular mode of expressing such a sentiment; one of the last 
which the usual method of thinking and expression can well be sup- 
posed to devise. One might expect, if this idea is intended to be 
contained in the passage, that the writer would have said: Δικαιοσύνη 
θεοῦ ἐν αὐτῷ ἀποκαλύκτεται ἵνα προ[αίνωμεν (OT προβῶμεν) ἐκ πέστεως 
εὶς πίστιν or at least that some mode of expression like this would 
have been employed. But if the sense be not, that justification is so 
revealed by the gospel as that men are required to advance from a 
lower to a higher degree of faith, then, after all, ἐκ πίστεως must be 
joined in effect with cecacoovyn, and we must say: ‘ The justification 
which is ex πίστεως εἰς πίστιν, is revealed, &c.’ But to such a junction 
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‘Tholack objects, on account of the separation of ἐκ πίστεως from 
διοωνσύνη. A word on this subject, in the sequel. 

Thave said that this sentiment does not fit the exigency of the pas- 
‘ge; and my reason for saying this is, that it represents the apostle, 
aotas proposing the grand theme of gratuitous justification (which is 
evidently the main subject of his epistle), but as proposing the climactic 
‘nature of the faith connected with justification, as his great topic, How 
can this well be imagined, by a considerate reader of his epistle? 

(0) Ν ἐς against the analogy of homogeneous passages ; e.g. Rom. iti. 
22, femociyn θεοῦ διὰ πίστεως (altogether of the same tenor as δικαιο- 
wiry teow. ... ἐκ πίστεως in our verse); Rom, iii. 30, ὃς δικαιώσει... . 
ἐξ τίστεως, cai... . διὰ πίστεως Rom. iv. 11, σφραγῖδα τῆς δικαιοσύνης 
τῆς τέστεως" Rom. iv. 13, διὰ δικαιοσύνης πίστεως" Rom. v. 1, δικαιω- 
θόντες ἐκ πίστεως" Rom. ix. 30, τὰ ἔθνη... .. κατέλαβε... δικαιοσύνην. 
τὴν ἰκ τέστεως- Rom. ix. 89, ὅτι οὐκ [Ἰσραὴλ ἦν διώκων δικαιοσύνην 
ἐκ εἴστεως" Rom. x. 6, ἡ δὲ ἐκ πίστεως δικαιοσύνη" and so in the other 
epistles of Paul, c.g. Gal. ii, 16, [δικαιοῦται ἄνθρωπος διὰ πίστεως" 
Gal ii. 8, ἐκ πίστεως δικαιοῖ ra ἔθνη ὁ θεός" Gal. iii. 11, ὁ δίκαιος ἐκ πίστεως 
δόσεις (a quotation); Gal. iii, 24, ἵνα ἐκ πίστεως δικαιωθῶμεν" Gal. 
τ. δ, ἐς πέστεως ἐλπέδα δικαιοσύνης ἀπεκδεχόμεθα" Phil. iii. 9, Gwar 
οενην - - -. τὴν διὰ πίστεως: Heb, κί, 7, τῆς κατὰ πίστιν δικαιο- 
εὐνης" et alibi seepe. These are enough to shew what Paul (I had 
almost said every where and always) presents to our view, in respect 
to the subject of justification. Can there be any good reason to appre- 
fend, that in proposing the theme of his whole epistle, he should not 
propose the same justification by faith of which he afterwards so amply 
treats f 


* But,’ it is replied, ‘how could Paul separate ἐκ πίστεως so far from 
δικαιοσύνη, if he meant that the former should qualify the latter? 
I answer, it was because δικαιοσύνη, as here employed, has already 
ἃ noun in the Genitive (@coc) connected with it. The writer could 
not say, ἡ ἐκ πίστεως δικαιοσύνη θεοῦ, (which would, I believe, 
be without a parallel); nor was it apposite to say, δικαιοσύνη θεοῦ 
ἐκ πίστεως, because the writer was hastening to say, that God's 
appointed method of justification was revealed in the gospel. When 
this idea, which was uppermost in his mind (because he had just 
said that he was not ashamed of the gospel), was fully announced, the 
‘writer proceeds immediately to specify more particularly the δικαιοσύνη 
in question. It is a δικαιοσύνη ἐκ πίστεως" in accordance with which he 
has, in almost numberless examples, elsewhere made declarations. 

The easiest and most direct solution is, to suppose δικαιοσύνη to be 
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repeated here immediately before ἐκ πίστεως. The sentence would then 
run thus: Δικαιοσύνη yap θεοῦ ἐν αὐτῷ ἀποκαλύπτεται, [ δικαιοσύνη] ἐκ 
πίστεως, κατιλ. In this way, ἐκ πίστεως is epexegetical merely of what 
precedes. The idea conveyed by δικαιοσύνη is resumed by the mind, 
and it is made still more definite by this adjunct. 

(c) That this is the real sentiment and design of the apostle, seems 
quite clear from the context, i.e. from the quotation which he forthwith 
makes, in order to confirm what he had said, viz. 6 δὲ δίκαιος ἐκ πίστεως 
ζήσεται. Does not δίκαιος ἐκ πίστεως clearly and unavoidably correspond 
with the δικαιοσύνη . . . . ἐκ πίστεως which immediately precedes f 

1 merely add, that Flatt, Bengel, Hammond, and others, interpret 
the passage in the same way as I have done. The more I study the 
passage, the more difficulty I feel in construing it as meaning, ts revealed 
from faith to faith. What can be the meaning of is revealed from faith? 
And if ἐκ πίστεως does not qualify ἀποκαλύπτεται, then it must qualify 
δικαιοσύνη" in which case the meaning that I have given seems nearly 
certain. 

In respect to the thing itself, viz. justification by faith, faith designates 
the modus in quo, or the instrument by which; not the causa causans 
seu efficiens, i.e. not either the meritorious or efficient cause or ground 
of forgiveness. Every where the apostle represents Christ as this 
cause. But faith (so to speak) is a conditio stne qua non; it is a 
taking hold of the blessings proffered by the gospel, although it is by 
no means the cause or ground of their being offered. If the readers 
of this epistle will keep in mind these simple and obvious truths, it 
will save them much perplexity. Justification by faith, is an expression 
designed to point out gratuitous justification (Rom. iv. 16), in distine- 
tion from that which is by merit, i.e. by deeds of law, or entire 
obedience to the precepts of the law. The word fatth used in this 
phrase, is designed to shew, that the justification which we are now 
considering can be conferred only on belierers, and that it is to be 
distinguished from ξικαιοσύνη ἐξ ἔργων, i. e. meritorious justification. 
It is not designed to shew that faith is, in any sense, the meritorious 
or procuring cause or ground of justification. 

Εἰς πίστιν, in order to be believed, for belief. Such a use of the 
Acc. with εἰς is exceedingly frequent in Paul’s epistles. It is equivalent 
to the Infinitive mood with the article before it; e.g. in ver. 5 above, 
εὶς ὑπακοήν = εἰς τὸ ὑπακονυθῆναι" 80 in ver. 16, εἰς σωτηρίαν = εἰς τὸ 
σωθῆναι, et sic al. sepe. The reason why the apostle adds εἰς πέστιν 
seems to be, because he had said, εἰς σωτηρίαν παντὶ τῷ πιστεύοντι. In 
accordance with this he here says, that gratuitous justification (ζικαιοσύνη 
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ἐς πίστεως} is revealed, so that all, both Jews and Greeks (‘lovéaly re 
πρότον καὶ "Ἕλληνι, may believe and be saved ; i.e. they can be saved 
tioagh belief, and in this way only. 

ΤῈ & πέστεως is to be attached to ἀποκαλύπτεται, I should think 
the sentiment must be, that the gospel is revealed by means of faith, 
ite. by means of those who have faith im Christ, and in order to promote 
faith; thus making a kind of paronomasia, to which the writings of 
Pasl are by no means a stranger. But I cannot apprehend this to be 
the true sentiment. 

«δὺς γέγραπται, in accordance with what is written, agreeably to what 
ie eritten, viz. in the Scriptures. The Talmudists very often appeal to 
mre in the like way, by the formulas 2°17 53.0, as it is written ; 
Ἢ ΤΙΓῚ ὍΤΙ, according to that which is written; or VAS] MPT 
as the Scripture says. It is not necessary to suppose, in all 
eases of this nature, that the writer who makes such an appeal, regards 
the passage which he quotes as prediction, Plainly this is not always 
the case with the writers of the New Testament; as nearly all 
commentators now concede, Compare, for example, Acts xxviii. 25, 
τες. Rom. viii. 36. ix. 33. x. 5, xi. 26. xiv. 11, ὅς, Such being the 
tase, it is not necessary that we should interpret the passage which 
follows (Hab. ii. 4), as having been originally designed to describe 
goepel justification by faith; for plainly the connexion in which it 
‘ands does not admit of this specific meaning. But then it involves 
the same principle as that for which the apostle is contending, viz. that 
*the means of safety is confidence or trust in the divine declarations.’ 
‘The prophet Habakkuk sees, in prophetic vision, “ troublous times” 
coming upon Judea; and he exclaims, TYTN W3INB PTS, ὁ δίκαιος 
fe τίστεως ζήσεται, the pious man shall be saved by his confidence or 
faith, viz. in God. It was not, then, by relying on his own merit or 
desert, that safety could be had ; it was to be obtained only in the way 
of believing and trusting the divine declarations. Now the very same 
inciple of action was concerned in so doing at that time, which is 
concerned with the faith and salvation of the gospel. Of course the 
apostle might appeal to this declaration of Habakkuk, as serving to 
confirm the principle for which he contended. 

Dr. Knapp and many others join ἐκ πίστεως with δίκαιος, and 
then translate the passage thus: The just by faith, shall live; i.e. he 
who possesses faith, shall be happy. The sentiment is true; but it 
does not comport, I apprehend, with the design of Habakkuk, who 
must have written NPYON2 if he intended this, and not (as he has done) 
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If it be viewed as a simple illustration of a general principle, 
all difficulty about the quotation vanishes. As the Israelite, in 
the time of Habakkuk, was to be saved from evil by faith as an 
instrument ; so Jew and Gentile are now to be saved by faith as an 
instrument. What real difficulty can there be, in such a comparison 
as this ? 

To the whole I subjoin the brief comment which J. A. Turretin has 
so strikingly given, in his Prelectiones on the epistle to the Romans: 
‘‘ Apostolus noster, ubi agit de justificatione et salute hominum, sepe 
vocat justitiam Dei eam justificationis rationem quam Deus hominibus 
commonstrat, et cujus ope eos ad salutem ducit.” Again: “Justitia 
Dei... . est ipsamet hominis justificatio, seu modus quo potest 
justus haberi apud Deum, et salutis particeps fieri;”—a definition of 
which one may almost say: Omne tulit punctum. 

Turretin has, indeed, construed ἐκ πίστεως εἰς πίστιν nearly as 
Tholuck has done. But the usus loquendi of Paul in such constructions 
is decidedly against him; e.g. Rom. vi. 19, ‘ Since ye have yielded 
your members as servants of impurity, καὶ τῇ ἀνομίᾳ εἰς ἀνομίαν, and to 
iniquity for the commission of wickedness, so should ye yield your 
members as servants τῇ δικαιοσύνῃ εἰς ἁγιασμόν, unto righteousness tn 
order that ye may practise holiness ;” 2 Cor. ii. 16, ‘ [The gospel 18] to 
some ὀσμὴ θανάτου εἰς θάνατον, and to others, ὀσμὴ ζωῆς εἰς ζωήν, a 
savour of death to the causing of death, and a savour of life to the causing 
of life. In these and all such cases, the Accusative with εἰς before it 
denotes the end or object to which the thing that had just been named 
tends. So must it be, then, in our text; the [δικαιοσύνη] ex πίστεως is 
revealed or declared to the world εἰς xiorty, i. 6. in order that it may be 
received or believed. 

(18) ᾿Αποκαλύπτεται yap... . ἀνθρώπων, for the wrath of God 
from heaven, is revealed against all ungodliness and unrighteousness. 
The γάρ here seems to connect the verse with ver. 16. The apostle 
first declares that he is not ashamed of the gospel of Christ; why? 
Because, (1) It reveals the way of pardon for sinners who believe in 
Christ. (2) It shews the fearful doom of those who remain in their 
sins, and refuse to believe. The gospel of Christ, therefore, on both 
these accounts, is a proper subject of the deepest interest with those 
who preach it, and who have indeed no reason to be ashamed of it as a 
trifling or indifferent matter, like some of the speculations of science 
falsely so called. In this view, vs. 17 and 18 both stand in a similar 
relation to ver. 16, inasmuch as both constitute distinct parts of the 
illustration or confirmation of this verse ; which the ἀποκαλύπτεται yap 
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inboth plainly intimates. Flatt refers γάρ in ver. 18, to δικαιοσύνη θεοῦ 
iver. 17; but howcan ver. 18 be a reason or ground of the declara- 
tien in ver. 177 
Ὀργὴ Θεοῦ, literally the wrath of God, divine indignation, or (to 
mse a softer phraseology) God's displeasure. hat the phrase is 
(ice. is used ἀνθρωποπαθῶς), will be doubted by no one 
who has just views of the divine Being. ΤῈ is impossible to unite with 
the idea of complete perfection, the idea of anger in the sense in which 
we cherish that passion ; for with us it is a source of misery as well as 
ἄπ To neither of these effects of anger can we properly suppose the 
divine Being to be exposed. His anger, then, can be only that 
feeling er affection in him, which moves him to look on sin with 
disapprobation, and to punish it when connected with impenitence. 
‘We must not, even in imagination, connect this in the remotest manner 
‘with revenge ; which is only and always a malignant passion, But 
nge: even among men, is seldom sought for against those whom 
we know to be perfectly impotent, in respect to thwarting any of our 
designs and purposes. Now as all men, and all creation, can never 
endanger any one interest (if I may so speak) of the divine Being, or 
δείξας a single purpose; so we cannot even imagine a motive for 
on ordinary grounds. Still less can we suppose the case to 
‘be of this nature, when we reflect that God is infinite in wisdom, 
power, and goodness. This constrains us to understand such phrases 
ae ἀργὴ θεοῦ, ἐκδίκησις θεοῦ, x. τ. A. as anthropopathic, i.e. as speaking 
of God after the manner of men. It would be quite as well (nay, much 
better), to say that when the Bible attributes hands, eyes, arms, &c. to 
God, the words which it employs should be literally understood, as to 
say that when it attributes anger and vengeance to him, it is to be 
literally understood. But if we so construe the Scriptures, in this latter 
ase, we represent God as a malignant Being, and class him among the 
demons; whereas by attributing to him hands, eyes, &c., we only 
commit the sin of anthropomorphism. 

"The lexicons make ὀργή to signify punishment. By way of conse- 
quence, indeed, punishment is implied. But ὀργὴ θεοῦ is a more fearful 
phrase, understood in the sense of divine displeasure or indignation, 
and more pregnant with awful meaning if so rendered, than it is if we 
give to it simply the sense of κόλασις, as so many crities and lexico- 
graphers have done. 

‘Ax’ οὐρανοῦ, another locus veratus. Is it to be joined with θεοῦ" 
or should we refer it back to ἀποκαλύπτεται, and construe it as implying 
the method in which the divine displeasure is made known? The 
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latter way is the one which almost all commentators have chosen, 
although there is almost an endless diversity among them as to the 
meaning of ἀπ᾽ οὐρανοῦ. Ἐπ. (1) The heavens declare the glory of 
God, and so point men naturally to his worship, and by consequence 
warn them to forsake sin. (2) Storm, tempest, hail, thunder, light- 
ning, &c., from heaven, declare the wrath of God against sin. (3) 
Christ will be revealed from heaven, at the last judgment, to punish 
sin; so Chrysostom, Theodoret, Theophylact, Limborch, &c. (4) 
Judgments which come from God, who is in heaven, testify against 
sin; so Origen, Cyrill, Beza, Calvin, Bengel, &c. (5) In consequence 
of an appointment of heaven, the divine displeasure against sin is 
testified by conscience in every breast. (6) The displeasure of God 
against sin is revealed, through divine appointment, or by the arrange- 
ment of the supreme Being. 

This last interpretation I think to be nearly right. But the usus 
loquendi (which seems unaccountably to have been overlooked here), 
enables us to be more explicit. In Heb. xii. 25, the apostle says: 
‘“‘ If they escaped not who rejected τὸν ἐπὶ γῆς .... χρηματίζοντα, 
him who on φαγί [αἴ mount Sinai] warned them, much more shall we 
not escape, if we reject τὸν dx’ οὐρανῶν [χρηματίζοντα], him [who 
warneth us] from heaven ;” compare Mark i. 11, where a voice ἐκ τῶν 
οὐρανῶν says: “ This is my beloved Son,” &c. Now, if such phraseo- 
logy be compared with Matt. v. 45, τοῦ πατρός ὑμων τοῦ ἐν οὐρανοῖς" 
vi. 1, xarpl.... ἐν τοῖς obpavoic’ vi. 9, πάτερ ἡμῶν ὁ ἐν τοῖς οὐρανοῖς, 
et al. szepe, it would seem sufficiently plain, that God coming from 
heaven where he dwells, or God belonging to heaven, is intended to 
be designated by the phrase θεοῦ ἀπ᾽ οὐρανοῦ. That ἀπό, in a 
multitude of cases, is put before a noun of place, in order to de- 
signate that one belongs to it, scarcely needs to be suggested ; e.g. 
Matt. ii. 1. iv. 25. Mark viii. 11. Luke xxi. 11. 2 Thess. i. 7. 
John i. 45. Acts ii. 5. xv. 19. xxviii. 21. et al. sepe. The sentiment 
I take to be this: ‘The God of heaven, i. e. God supreme, omnipotent, 
has revealed, in the gospel, his displeasure against sin, as well as his 
readiness to pardon believers.’ 

I cannot agree with those who refer ax’ οὐρανοῦ to the designation 
of a method of testifying displeasure against sin, which is foreign to 
the gospel, or at least not connected with it. The ἀποκαλύκτεται here, 
as well as in ver. 17, seems evidently to refer to the gospel as mentioned 
in ver. 16; and the connexion of γάρ in both cases in vs. 17, 18, 
renders this plainer and more imperious still. 

I am aware that my exegesis of ἀπ οὐρανοῦ differs from the more 
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usal one; but I trust it will be seen, that the usus loquendi plainly 
ceatributes to support it. 

᾿ασέβειαν, impiety towards God, (from a privative and σέβομαι, to 
seship), and ἀδικία, injustice, unrighteousness toward men. 

Τῶν τὴν . . -. κατεχόντων, who keep back or hinder the truth by 

So the verb κατέχη most naturally means; comp. Luke ἵν, 42. 
Philem. ver. 13, 2Thess. ii.6,7. It also means to hold firmly, to grasp 
held of, to take possession of and retain, &c., as may be seen in the 
lexicons ; but these meanings do not fit well here. Theophylact ex- 
Plains κατεχόντων by καλύπτειν, σκοτίζειν. The meaning seems to be: 
‘Who hinder the progress or obstruct the power of truth, in them- 
seires or others.’ 

Bat of what truth? ᾿Αλήθεια cannot here mean the gospel; because 
the writer goes on immediately to say, that the light of nature sufficed 
to teach the heathen better than to restrain the ἀλήθεια in question. 
Ἰαλύθεια is here, then, that truth which the light of nature taught, 
Fespecting the eternal power and Godhead of the Creator. When the 
apostle says in ver. 18, τῶν τῆν ἀλήθειαν ἐν ἀδικίᾳ κατεχόντων, in his 
own mind he singles out of the ἀγθρῶπων (all men) whom he had just 
mentioned, the heathen or Gentiles, whose vicious state he immediately 
proceeds to declare. This is the theme for the remainder of the first 


Ἔν ἀδικίᾳ means by iniquity, ἐν standing before the instrument, as 
weil. To fill out ver. 18 completely, the reader must supply, in 
Bis own mind, [ἐπὶ πᾶσαν ἀσέβειαν καὶ ἀδικίαν] τῶν τῆν ἀλήθειαν, 
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‘The apostle, having intended in his own mind to designate the heathen or 
Gentiles, by mentioning those ‘who hinder the truth through unrighteousness," 
now to illustrate and confirm his charge against them. God, says he, 
has in the works of creation his eternal power and Godhead; and this so 
clearly, that they are without excuse for failing to recognize it, 19, 20. And since 

might have known him, but were ungrateful, and refused to glorify him, and 

px hes. their minds by vain and foolish disputations ; since they represented the 

‘ternal God to be like mortal man, and even like the brutes which perish; God 

gave them up to their own base and degrading lusts, who thus rendered to the crea- 

ture the honour that was due to the Creator, 21—25. Yea, he gave them up to the 

ile and unnatural passions which they cherished, 26, 27 ; toa reprobate mind, and 

ily to all the various sins which they practise, 29,80; and these they 

musty, commit themselves, although they know them to be worthy of death, i.e. of 

ion on the part of the divine lawgiver, but they encourage others by their 
‘spprobation to commit the like offences. 
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Such being the state of facts in regard to the heathen world, it follows, of 
course, that they justly lie under the condemning sentence of the divine law. It is 
not the object of the apostle, to prove that every individual heathen is guilty of 
each and all the sins which he enumerates; much less does he intend even to 
intimate that there are not other sins, besides those which he enumerates, of which 
the Gentiles are guilty. It is quite plain, that those which he does mention, are to 


writing. Enough that they had all, at some time or other, committed sin. Nay, it 
was 0 

writing, that they daily committed sin in some form or other; and the same was 
also true of pious Gentiles, if indeed there were any such. All men, then, were 
guilty before God; although all men might not practise the particular vices which 
the apostle named, when he was writing. It matters not, for his purpose, to prove 
this. All who could sin, had sinned, and did then sin, in some way or other; and 
this is now, and always has been, true. Of course all have fallen under the condem- 
nation of the divine law, and salvation by the grace proffered in the gospel, is the 
only salvation which is possible for them. 

The question when men begin to sin, it is not the object of the apostle here to 
discuss. Nor is it even the degree of their depravity, which it is his main design to 
illustrate and prove. The universality of it is the main point; and it is all which is 
essential to his argument. To this universality Paul admits of no exception; but 
then we are of course to understand this, of those who are capable of sinning. It is 
thus that we interpret in other cases. For example, when it is said: “ He that 
believeth not, shall be damned,” we interpret this of those who are capable of 
believing, and do not extend it beyond them. With the question, wher individuals 
are capable of believing or of sinning, I repeat it, Paul does not here concern him- 
self. Neither mere infancy, nor entire idiotism, is the object of his present con- 
sideration. He is plainly speaking of such, and only of such, as are capable of 
sinning ; and these, one and all, he avers to be sinners, in a greater or less degree. 
Such being the fact, it follows, that as ‘‘the soul which sinneth must die,” so, if 
there be any reprieve from this sentence, it inust be obtained only by pardoning 
mercy through a Redeemer. 

I add merely, that the clause τῶν τὴν ἀλήθειαν ἐν ἀδικίᾳ κατεχόντων, properly 
belongs to that division of the discourse which we are now to examine; but the 
connexion of it with the general proposition in the preceding part of ver. 18, is 
made so intimate by the present graminatical structure, that 1 deemed it best not to 
disjoin them in the commentary. 


(19.) But how is it to be made out, that the heathen keep back the 
truth respecting the only living and true God, by their unrighteous- 
ness? I answer, by shewing that to all men is made, in the works of 
nature, a revelation so plain of the eternal power and Godhead of 
Jehovah, that nothing but a wilful and sinful perversion of the light 
which they enjoy, can lead them to deny this great truth. So the 
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apostle : Andre . . . « αὑτοῖς, because that which might be known con- 
coming God, was manifest to them. Διότι stands before a clause which 
‘signs a reason, why the heathen hinder the truth by iniquity. The 
mount of the illustration which follows is, (1) That the truth was 
inowable. (2) That nothing but base and evil passions kept men 
from acknowledging and obeying it. 

Τὸ γνωστὸν τοῦ θεοῦ, literally the knomledge of God, or that concerning 
God which is knowable or known. The neuter adjective is used for a 
noun, im accordance with a well-known and common Greek idiom. 
The meaning, that which is knowable, which is here assigned to τὸ 
γνωστόν, is the best; and that τὸ γνωστόν may be thus rendered, we 
an haye no doubt, when we compare τὸ νοητόν intelligible, τὸ αἰσθητόν 
quod perceptum sit, τὸ ἀόρατον quod non visum sit, i. 6. invisible, &. 
‘Emesti denies that γνωστόν can be rendered, that which is to be known, 
ὧν that which is knowable (N. Theol. Biblioth. X. 630) ; and this has 
been greatly contested among critics. Buttmann (Gramm. § 92. Anm. 3) 
seems to have decided this point, however, beyond any reasonable 
doubt. He says, indeed, that verbals in -réc frequently correspond to 
the Latin participles in -tus; so πλεκτός stricken, στρεπτός perverted, 
ποιητὸς made, factus, &e. But “more commonly,” he adds, “ they 
have the sense of possibility, like the Latin adjectives in -ilis, or the 
German ones in -bar; as στρεπτός versatilis, ὁρατός visibilis, ἀκουστός 
cudibilis.” This appears more fully when ἐστί is joined with these 
adjectives or verbals; e.g. βιωτόν ἐστι, one can live, (quasi ‘it is 
Hive-able’) ; τοῖς οὐκ ἐξιτόν ἐστι, they cannot go out, (quasi ‘to them it is 
notgo-able’). It is strange, indeed, that this should so long and so 
often have been called in question; especially a8 Plato frequently 
uses the very word under examination, in connexion with δοξαστόν, 
€. g. τὸ γνωστὸν καὶ τὸ δοξαστόν, that which is knowable and that which 
ἐκ supposeable, de Repub. Lib. v. 

Τοῦ θεοῦ, concerning God, θεοῦ being Genitivus objecti, as grammarians 
say. For a correct and extended statement of the latitude of the 
Genitive, in regard to the many various relations which it expresses, 
see Winer's Gramm. N. Test. § 30, ed. 3. Examples in point are 
Matt. xiii. 18, παραβολὴ τοῦ σπείροντος, the parable concenNinG the 
sower; 1 Cor. i. 18, ὁ λόγος ὁ τοῦ σταυροῦ, the declaration CONCERNING 
the cross. So λύγος τινός, a report concERNING any one, Xen. Cyrop. 
VL. iii. 10, VIII. v.28. Comp. Luke vi.12. Rom. xiii. 8. John xvii. 2. 
Heb. ix. 8, et alibi. 

"Ey αὑτοῖς may be construed among them. So ἐν often means; 
e.g. Matt. ii. 6, ἐν τοῖς ἡγεμόσιν, among the leaders; Luke i. 1, ἐν 
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ἡμῖν, among us; Rom. i. 6, ἐν οἷς, among whom; Rom. xi. 17. 
1 Cor. iii. 18, ἅς. The sense would then be: ‘ What may be known 
[by the light of nature] concerning God, was manifest among them, 
i.e. in the midst of them, or before their eyes. If any prefer, however, 
to render ἐν αὐτοῖς as they would the simple Dative αὐτοῖς, viz. 
to them, examples of such a use may be found; e. g. 1 Cor. xiv. 11. 
Matt. xvii. 22. Luke xxiii. 31. xii. 8, and perhaps Acts iv. 12. 
1 Cor. ii. 6. 2 Cor. iv. 8. But the former method of construction is 
plainly the more certain and simple one. Tholuck prefers to render 
ἐν αὐτοῖς in them, and interprets it as referring to their moral sense, by 
which they may come to discern and judge of the evidences of divine 
power and Godhead. To me it seems, that the expression φανερόν ἔστεν 
ἐν αὑτοῖς is clearly and fully explained by the very next clause, added 
by the writer for the sake of explanation, viz. ὁ θεὸς yap αὑτοῖς 
ἐφανέρωσε. Here αὐτοῖς seems to be used plainly in the sense of 
ἐν αὑτοῖς in the preceding clause, 1. 6. in the sense of to them or among 
them. 

The γάρ in ὁ θεὸς yap αὑτοῖς ἐφανέρωσε is γάρ confirmantis. 

(20) Τὰ yap....Kxat θειότης, may be regarded as a parenthetie 
explanation. The. yap here is also yap confirmantis vel illustrantis, 
and has special relation to the clause or assertion immediately pre- 
ceding, i.e. it stands before an assertion designed to illustrate and 
confirm this. 

Ta yap ἀόρατα αὐτοῦ, for the invisible things of him, i.e. of God. 
᾿Αόρατα means those attributes or qualities of the divine Being, which 
are not the subjects of physical notice, i.e. are not disclosed to any of 
our corporeal senses. Of course the expression refers to such attributes 
as belong to the nature of God, considered as a spirit. 

᾿Απὸ κτίσεως κόσμον, since the creation of the world, or since the world 
was created. That ἀπὸ may be rendered since, scarcely needs proof ; 
e.g. ἀπὸ καταβυλῆς κύσμον, ἀπ᾽ ἀρχῆς, ἀπὸ τῆς ὥρας ἐκείνης, ὅτε. ; 
see Lexx. in verbum. With equal propriety, so far as the usus loquendé 
is concerned, might it be rendered by, by means of, a sense which aro 
very frequently has. But the reason why it should not be here 
rendered in this latter way, is, that ποιήμασι designates the means by 
which. By ra ἀύρατα αὐτοῦ... ... καθορᾶται, the writer means to say, 
that ever since the world was created, the evidences of eternal power and 
Godhead have been visible ; which indeed must be as true, as that they 
are now visible. 

Τοῖς ποιήμασι, by the things which are made, i.e. by the natural 
creation. Ποιήμασι might be rendered by his operations, inasmuch 
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8 nouns ending in the neuter —»a not unfrequently have the same 
meming as those which end in oe" 6. g. δακαίωμα, δικαίωσις, 
μ If it were thus rendered, the sense would be, that the 

of God in the world of nature, continually bear testimony 
respecting him. This is not only true, but a truth scarcely less 
siking, as it now appears to us through the medium of astronomy, 
natural philosophy, and physiology, than that which is developed by 
creatiee power. Nevertheless, as the discoveries of modern science 
were unknown to the heathen, so it seems most congruous here to 
explain ποιήμασι by things made, the natural creation, which the heathen, 
im common with all others, were continually reminded of by their 
extemal senses. 

‘The due result of serious notice is, that ra ἀόρατα τοῦ θεοῦ may be 
γοούμενει, apprehended by the mind, understood. Νοούμενα καθύραται 
meus, are distinctly seen, are intelligibly perceived, i.e. they are so, 
or may be so, by the aid of the things which have been made, In 
ether words; God's invisible attributes, at least some of them, are 
made eisible, i.e. made the object of clear and distinct apprehension, 
‘by reason of the natural creation, So the Psalmist: ‘ The heavens 
teclare the glory of God; the firmament sheweth forth the work of 
his hands. Day unto day uttereth speech, night unto night sheweth 
knowledge,” Ps. xix. 1, 2. 

Bat what are the attributes of God which are thus plainly discernible 
by lis works? The answer is, ij re ἀΐδιος αὑτοῦ δύναμις καὶ θειύτης, 
both oF even his eternal power and Godhead. Δύναμις must here 
Ihave special reference to the creative power of God; and this seems 
to be called ἀΐδιος, because it must have been possessed antecedently 
to the creation of the world, or before time began. Still, although 
δημιονργία (creative power), as Theodoret says, is here specially meant, 
LT apprehend that the sense of divajic is not restricted to this. He who 
had power to create, must of course be supposed to have power to wield 
and govern. 

Θειότης is distinguished by Tholuck and others, from Θεότης" 
for they represent the latter as signifying the Divinity or the divine 
Nature, while the former is represented as meaning the complexity 
of the divine attributes, the sum or substance of divine qualities. 1 can- 
not find any good ground, however, for such a distinction. Θεύτης is 
the abstract derivate from θεός" and from this latter word is formed 
the conerete or adjective derivate θεῖος, divine. Ὑὸ θεῖον of course 
means divinity; and from this comes another regular abstract noun, 
θειότης, with the same signification. So Passow: θειότης, Gottlichkeit, 


98 ROMANS I. 20. 


gottliche Natur, i.e. divinity, divine nature. He then adds: “ In 
particular, divine greatness, power, excellence, eminence, &c.;” i.e 
θειότης designates the divinity, with special reference to these qualities— 
the identical manner in which the word is employed in our text. 
The same lexicographer defines Oedrnc, the Godhead, the divine Being, 
divine excellence. In the same sense, viz. that of Godhead, Divinity, 
is ro θεῖον plainly used in Acts xvii. 29. So θειότης in Wiad. 
xviii. 9. So Clemens Alex. (Strom. V. 10), ro μὴ φθεέρεσθαι, 
θειότητος μετέχειν ἐστί, not to perish, is to be a partaker of Godhead or 
Divinity. 

If θειότης be interpreted here as a word designating “the sum 
of all the divine attributes,” we must regard natural theology as 
equally extensive with that which ‘is revealed, so far as the gseat 
doctrines respecting the Godhead are concerned. Did the apostle 
mean to assert this? I trust not. I must understand θειότης, then, as 
designating Divinity, divine Nature, divine excellence or supremacy, 
1,e. such a station and condition and nature, as make the Being who 
holds and possesses them to be truly divine or God. Eternal power 
and supremacy or exaltation appear, then, to be those qualities or 
attributes of the divine Being, which the works of creation are said by 
the apostle to disclose. And when examined by the eye of philosophy 
and reason, the evidence appears to be of the very same nature which 
he has here designated. At all events the heathen never have made 
out any very definite and explicit views of God as holy and hating sin; 
not to speak of other attributes, of which they have had quite imperfect 
and unsatisfactory views. 

On this deeply interesting subject, viz. the disclosures of the natural 
world in respect to the Creator, Aristotle has said an exceedingly 
striking thing (De Mundo, c. 6), πάσῃ θνητῇ φύσει γενόμενος ἀθεώρητος, 
dx’ αὐτῶν τῶν ἔργων θεωρεῖται ὁ θεός, God, who ts invisible to every mortal 
being, is seen by his works. Comp. also a striking passage of the like 
tenor, in Wisd. xiii. 1—5. 

Εἰς τὸ εἶναι αὑτοὺς ἀναπολογήτους, so that they are without excuse. 
Εἰς τό, followed by an Inf., is often used in the same manner as 
ὥστε" e.g. Luke v. 17. Rom. iv. 18. vii. 4, 5. xii. 8. Eic ro, κι τὰ, 
is joined in sense with ὁ θεὸς yap αὑτοῖς ἐφανέρωσε, (the first clause 
in ver. 20 being a parenthesis) ; i.e. ‘ God has exhibited, in his works, 
such evidences of his eternal power and Godhead, that those are 
without any excuse who hinder the truth by reason of their iniquity.’ 
That the apostle means to characterize the heathen by all this, is clear 
from the sequel. 
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(21) Διότι γνόντες τὸν θεόν, because that having known God. The 
διότι here stands as co-ordinate with that in ver. 19. Verses 19, 20 
assign the first ground or proof of the assertion, that the heathen keep 
back the truth by unrighteousness; the substance of which is, that the 
truth is so plainly forced upon them by the works of creation, that they 
could not deny it, except on the ground of being influenced by sinful 
passions. Verse 21 gives the second ground of the assertion that the 
heathen keep back the truth, viz. that with all their opportunities to 
know and acknowledge the true God, they became corrupt, debased, 
and devoted to idolatry. On this second ground the apostle dwells, 
amplifying and confirming it in vs. 22—25. 

Γνόντες here is employed in a sense that comports with the meaning 
of ro γνωστόν in ver. 19, i.e. having opportunity to know, betng 
fernished with the means of knowing, having the knowledge of God 
plainly set before them. 

Οὐχ ὡς . . . . ηὐχαρίσθησαν, they glorified him not as God, neither 
were thankful ; i.e. they paid him not the honour due to him as the 
Creator and Governor of all things, nor were they thankful for the 
blessings which he bestowed upon them. 

᾿Αλλ᾽ ἐματαιώθησαν ... . αὐτῶν, but indulged foolish tmaginations 
or vain thoughts. So we may render the passage, if we follow the 
more common meaning of paradw, which not unfrequently corresponds 
to the Hebrew "20, 2 ΌΤΙ, insipide, stulte agere. The Vulgate 
renders ἐματαιώθησαν by evanuerant, and Erasmus by frustrati sunt ; 
and to the like purpose many critics have interpreted it. But the 
evident intention of the writer seems here to be, to describe a state 
of mind or feeling, not to express the result of 11.----Διαλογισμοῖς may 
be translated thoughts, reasonings, or disputations; for the word has 
each of these senses. The first seems the most appropriate here, 
on account of the clause which immediately follows, and which shews 
that the state of the interior man is designed to be described. It 
should be noted, moreover, that διαλογισμός, as meaning thought or 
smagination, is commonly taken in malam partem, i. e. as designating 
bad thoughts, evil imaginations, e.g. Matt. xv. 19. Mark vii. 21. Is. lix. 
7 (Sept.) 1 Cor. iii. 20. 

If we construe the words before us in this way, the sense will be: 
‘They foolishly or inconsiderately mdulged evil imaginations,’ i. 6. 
base and degrading views respecting the nature and attributes of God, 
and the honour due to him; as the sequel (vs. 22— 25) shews, par- 
ticularly ver. 23. 

But there is another sense of the expression before us, which I am 
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strongly tempted to adopt. The Hebrew Dai, vanitas, ματαιότης, 
μάταια, as is well known, is often employed to designate idols and 
idolatry. Hence μάταια is frequently employed by the Septuagint te 
designate idols; 6. g. 2 Kings xvii. 15. Jer. ii. 5. viii. 19. Amos it 4 
1 Kings xvi. 13, ἅς. So also in the New Testament, Acts xiv. 15. 
From this usage, as one might naturally conclude, the verb paresdes 
(which means literally MATAION facere vel fiert) sometimes means fe 
be devoted to μάταια, i.e. to idols; e.g. 2 Kings xvii. 15. Jer. ii. δ, 
ἐματαιώϑησαν, they became devoted to idolatry, or to vanities (which is 
the same thing). The phrase in our verse is plainly susceptible of the 
like rendering, viz. In their evil imaginations or by reason of their wicked 
devices, they became devoted to idolatry, or devoted to vanities (which 
has the same meaning). 

But on the whole, it is safer perhaps to regard the clause before us 
as a kind of parallel] with the one which follows; in which case, the 
first asserts that the heathen foolishly indulged in wicked devices, and 
the second, that in consequence of this, their inconsiderate minds became 
darkened. The clause under examination will then be of the lke 
tenor with ver. 22. 

Καὶ ἐσκοτίσθη . . . . καρδία, and their inconsiderate mind was dark- 
ened. Καρδία, like the Hebrew 2), very often means animus, intellectus, 
the mind; which latter is here plainly its meaning.—’Actrerog means 
stolidus, insipiens, or imprudens, which latter word means, wenting ἐπ 
consideration and foresight. I hesitate between this meaning, and 
that of stolidus in the sense of the Hebrew 433, i.e. impious, wicked. 
The καρδία which had foolishly indulged evil imaginations respecting 
God, may be truly characterized either as inconsiderate, or as impious. 
On the whole, the latter seems to convey rather the most enesgetic 
meaning ; but the former accords better with the idea, that the second 
clause (now under examination) is parallel with the clause which 
precedes it. 

It will be observed by the attentive reader, that the apostle here 
represents the darkening of the mind to be a consequence of the wicked 
Imaginations which the heathen had indulged. Men had once a right 
knowledge of the true God ; they all had opportunity to be acquainted 
with his true attributes. But in this condition, they chose foolishly to 
indulge in wicked devices and imaginations; and in consequence of 
this, they lost even what light they possessed, ἐσκοτίσθη ἡ ἀσύνετος 
αὐτῶν καρδία. 

(22) dacxovrec.... ἐμωράνθησαν, professing themselves to be wise, 
they became fools. The antithesis of the sentiment here is strong. 
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‘The pretensions of many heathen philosophers to wisdom, are well 
From these sprung the names, φιλόσοφοι, φιλοσοφία, σόφοι, 
&e. Φάσκω means to declare, to afirm; which, in the 
ent case, means the same as to profess. So the Greeks used φάσκω" 
Eg οἱ φιλοσοφεῖν φάσκοντες, those who profess to philosophize. To 
the same purpose Cicero says: “ Qui se sapientes esse profitentur,” 


Kal ἤλλαξαν... ἑρπετῶν, and exchanged the glory of the 
immortal God, for an image like to mortal man, and fowls, and 


qudrupeds, and reptiles. Τὴν δόξαν τοῦ ἀφθάρτου θεοῦ means, the 
excellence of the eternal God, or the glorious and eternal 


the verb. In such cases the usual construction is, to put 
the simple Dative after the verb, i.e, the Dative of the noun designating 
the thing for which another is exchanged; e.g. Lev. xxvii. 10, οὐκ 
ολλάξα, .΄.. καλὸν πονηρῷ. Ibid. ἀλλάξη..... κτῆνος κτήνει, Lev. 
xxvii. 38. Exod. xiii, 13, The classic writers usually say, ἀλλάσσειν. 
τί τισος, or τὶ ἀντί τινος" but sometimes ἀλλάσσειν ri τινι. 1 find no 
construction like this in ver. 28, except in Ps. cv. 20, where ἀλλάξαντο 
tie δόξαν αὐτοῦ ἐν ὁμοιώματι μόσχον occurs. Tholuck says that ἐν 
Gpowpert stands for εἰς ὁμοίωμα" and he construes it here as meaning 
the transmuting of one thing into another, i. e, making out of one thing 
different from it. But this is not the common use of 
σ cases like ours; although the verb occasionally admits of 
this sense, (see ver. 26 below, where, however, the accusative with εἰς 
isemployed). But usually it means, to commute one thing ror another, 
{not to transmute one thing into another). Nor can it be the design of 
Paul to say, that the heathen changed the glorious and immortal God 
into an image of perishable man and animals, (for how could they do 
this?) but to say that they exchanged the former (as an object of 
worship) for the latter; which is the exact state of the case, 

Such being the fact, both as to the sense of the passage, and the more 
usual construction of the verb ἀλλάσσω, I must regard ἐν ὁμοιώματι 
here as of the same import and design as the simple Dative would be, 
unattended with the preposition; of which examples are not wanting in 
the New Testament, and which Ps. ον. 20 confirms. 

"Ἐν ὁμοιώματι εἰκόνος is like the Hebrew 82% ND, the resemblance 
Of the image, i.e. an image resembling or like unto. Φθαρτοῦ is designed 
as the antithesis of ἀφθάρτου, and means frail, perishable, mortal. 

Πετεινῶν, κιτιλ. How extensively such idolatry as is here described, 
hhas been and still is practised among the heathen, is too well known to 
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need any formal proof in the present case. Juvenal (Sat. xv.) has drawn 
an admirable picture of Egyptian superstitions. The following lines are 
sufficiently graphic : 

“ Quis nescit .... qualia demens 


/Egyptus portenta colat? Crocodilon adorat 
Pars hc; illa a pavit saturam serpentibus Ibim. 


Oppida tota canem ‘yenerantur, nemo Dianam. ” 


And after saying that they worshipped various productions of the earth, 
and even culinary vegetables, he exclaims : 
‘¢ O sanctas gentes, quibus hec nascuntur in hortis 
Numina!” 
Comp. Ps. exv. cxxxv: 15, seq. Is. xliv. 9—17, where is a most vivid 
description, in some of its traits not unlike to the hints in Horace, 
Lib. I. Sat. 8. 

(24) Such was the impiety and folly of the heathen. Even their 
philosophers and learned men could not be exempted from a part of the 
charges here brought against the Gentiles. On account of such sins, 
God even gave them up to their own lusts; διὸ καὶ wapédweey.... 
ἀκαθαρσίαν, wherefore God even gave them up, in the lusts of their hearts, 
to impurity ; i. 6. God gave them over to the pursuit of their lusts, and 
to the dreadful consequences which follow such a course, because they 
were so desperately bent upon the pursuit of these objects, and would 
hearken to none of the instructions which the book of nature communi- 
cated. The imputation is, that in apostatizing from the true God, and 
betaking themselves to the worship of idols, they had, at the same time, 
become the devoted slaves of lust; which indeed seems here also, by 
implication, to be assigned as the reason or ground of their apostasy. 
Every one knows, moreover, that among almost all the various forms 
of heathenism, impurity has been either a direct or indirect service in its 
pretended religious duties. Witness the shocking law among the 
Babylonians, that every woman should prostitute herself, at least once, 
before the shrine of their Venus. It is needless to say, that the wor- 
shippers of Venus in Greece and Rome, practised such rites ; or that the 
mysteries of heathenism, of which Paul says, “it is a shame even to 
speak,” allowed a still greater latitude of indulgence. Nor is it neces- 
sary to describe the obscene and bloody rites practised in Hindoostan, 
in the South Sea, and the Sandwich Islands, and generally among the 
heathen. Polytheism and idolatry have nearly always been a religion 
of obscenity and blood. This the apostle plainly intimates ; for after 
saying that men had substituted idols for the only living and true God, 
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subjoins : * Wherefore God gave them up to pursue 
who were so eager in pursuit of them.’ This of course is 
taking it for granted, that in plunging into polytheism and idolatry, they 
‘ted at the same time plunged deep into the mire of impurity. How well 
sch a representation accords with fact, the history of heathenism will 
testify most abundantly. It lies on the face of almost every page, written 
in characters ‘ which he who runneth may read.’ 
Παρέδωκε, gave up, gave over, ἷ. 6. left them to pursue their own 
_ kires, without checking them by such restraints as he usually imposes 
who are not hardened and obstinate offenders. It seems here 
9 denote an active ‘ plunging into sin,’ on the one hand; nor a 
tive letting alone,’ on the other; but a withholding, by 
t retribution for their offences, such restraints as I have just 


ἐπιθυμίαις, in their lusts, i, 6. God gave up them, [being] 
lusts, εἷς ἀκαθαρσίαν, κι τ.λ, But most critics construe ἐν 
by in the sense,of on account of, by means of. The 
indeed, when rendered in this way, and the usus loquendi 
5 see Bretschn. Lex, ἐν No. 6. ed. 2nd. But I prefer 
in the following way, viz. God gave up them [ὄντες being] 
‘&c., i. 6. them who were filled with lust, he gave up to 
of it, he abandoned them to the perverse desires of their 
and to the consequences which would follow. In this way 

μέαις τῶν καρδιῶν becomes equivalent to an adjective 
οὖς. Of a usage like this in respect to the Dative with 
the New Testament affords most ample proofs; 6. g- 
ἐν Εν ἦν ὁ λόγος αὐτοῦ, his word was powerful ; 

μην ἐν πνεύματι, I was inspired; John xvi. 25, ἐν 
div, to speak parabolically ; John v. 5, ἐν ἀσθενείᾳ ἔχων, 
Rom. xvi. 7, οἱ γεγόνασιν ἐν Χριστῷ, who became Chris- 
thus very often, as may be seen in Bretschn, Lex. ἐν. 
‘employed in this way, may be called ἐν conditionis, 
the noun before which it stands, serves to designate 
de, relation. Ἔν thus employed agrees with the so 

licate of the Hebrews, i.e. 2 prefixed to a noun which is 
a the sense of an adjective. 

ρσίαν, to the practice of impurity; where εἰς before the 
as usual, the object for which any thing is or is 
ὁ is the same as εἰς τὸ ποιεῖν τὴν ἀκαθαρσίαν. 
. ἐν ἐαντοῖς, to dishonour their own bodies among 
Epetally to dishonour their own bodies, Τοῦ ἀτιμάζεσθαι 
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is constructed after παρέδωκε implied. This kind of Infinitive (viz. 
the Infinitive with rov before it), has, until recently, been reckoned 
an imitation of the Hebrew Infinitive with 5. But Winer (N. Test. 
Gramm. § xlv. 4, ed. 3d) has shown abundantly that it is no 
Hebraism, but is very common in the Greek classics. The older 
critics used to solve this form of the Infinitive (where rov intimates 
design, object, end), by supplying ἕνεκα or χάριν before it. Winer 
constructs τοῦ ἀτιμάζεσθαι, in the present case, by making it the 
Genitive after ἀκαθαρσίαν. I prefer the other method, which makes the 
clause epexegetical. 

In respect to the fact of dishonouring thetr own bodies, i.e. subjecting 
themselves to base and degrading lusts, we shall see more in the 
sequel. 

"Ey Eavroic, among themselves. For this frequent sense of ἐν, see 
Bretschn. Lex. ἐν. I. 6. 

(25) A repetition of the idea contained in ver. 28---καὶ ἤλλαξαν, 
x.7.A., but with some additions. οἵτινες perij\Aatay.... ψεύδει, whe 
exchanged the true God for a false one. ᾿Αλήθειαν τοῦ θεοῦ = τὸν 
ἀληθῆ θεόν. More usually it is the latter of two nouns which is 
employed as an adjective in order to qualify the former: but some- 
times the first noun performs the office of an adjective; compare 
Heb. Gramm. ὃ 440. 6. Both ἀλήθειαν and ψεύδει are examples of 
the abstract for the concrete ; ψεύδει corresponding to the Hebrew 
Sow, 2, ban, which are so often employed to designate idols. In 
regard to μετήλλαξαν . . . . ἐν τῷ ψεύδει, see on ἤλλαξαν... .. ἐν ὁμοιώματι 
in ver. 23. 

Καὶ ἐσεβάσθησαν .... κτίσαντα, and worshipped and served the crea- 
ture more than the Creator. Σεβάζομαι signifies to venerate, to worshsp, 
and designates the state of mind in the worshipper. The aorists 
passive often have the sense of the Middle voice, and so, therefore, 
not unfrequently have an active sense, as here. Aarpevw designates 
either internal worship (see ver. 9 above), or external. Here, as it is 
joined with σεβάζομαι, it more naturally designates the external rites 
of the heathen religion.— Τῇ κτίσει, the creature, created things ; ee 
the close of ver. 23.—TIIapa, more than, above ; compare Luke iii. 18. 
Heb. i. 4. iii. 3. ix. 28. xi. 4, &c.; and see Bretschn. Lex. παρά 
III. 2. e. 

Ὅς ἐστιν».... ἀμήν, who is blessed for ever, Amen. Doxologies of 
this nature are not unusual in the writings of Paul; see Gal. i. 5. 
Rom. ix. 5. 2 Cor. xi. 31. The Jewish Rabbies, from time imme- 
morial, have been accustomed to add a doxology of the like nature, 
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whenever they had occasion to utter any thing which might seem re- 
proachful to God. The Mohammedans have borrowed this custom 
from them, and practise it to a great extent. Tholuck mentions an 
“Arabic manuscript in the library at Berlin, which contains an account 
of heresies in respect to Islamism; and so often as the writer has 
‘oceasion to name a new heretical sect, he immediately adds: ‘ God 
be exalted above all which they say !'—Eioyyréc means, worthy of 
praise, deserving to be extolled. 

_ "Api, the usual response of the Hebrew solemn assemblies to the 

words or precepts of the law, when read; see Deut. xxvii. 15—26, 
‘The Hebrew 728 means, verum, certum, ratum sit, i.e. ita sit; which 
is the usual sense of ἀμήν in the New Testament, as in Rom. ix. 5, 
‘xi. 36. Gal.i. 5. Eph. iii, 21, et al. sepe. As to the custom of public 
religious assemblies in respect to using this word, see 1 Cor. xiv. 16. 
‘It is to be understood as the solemn expression of assent to what has 
‘id, and approbation of it, on the part of those who use it. 

- τ (6) As ver. 25 is ἃ repetition and amplification of the sentiment in 
wer. 23 ; so vs. 26, 27, are a repetition and amplification of the sen- 
timent in ver. 24. There is the same connexion in both cases; e.g. 
after asserting the idolatry of the heathen in ver. 25, the apostle 
proceeds (as in ver. 24) to say: Διὰ τοῦτο, x.r.A, i.e. because they 
became idolaters and polytheists, God gave them up to the vile passions 
which they indulged in this species of worship.— Διὰ τοῦτο. 
ἀτιμίας, on account of this [their idolatry], God gave them up to δ; 
passions. For the sense of παρέδωκε» ὁ θεός, see ver. 34, --- Πάθη 

base passions, where ἀτιμίας (the latter of two nouns in re- 
gimen) holds the place of an adjective, agreeably to common usage ; 
see the remarks on ver. 25. 

Ai re ydp.+..gbow, for their women exchanged their natural usage, 
into that which is unnatural or against nature, apd frequently has 
the sense here assigned; as may be seen in the lexicons. Τὴν 
φυσικὴν χρῆσιν means usus venerevs. But whether the apostle refers 
here to the Greek τριβάδες or ἐταιρίστριαι, or to those who were 
guilty of prostituting themselves in the vile and unnatural manner 
mentioned in ver. 27, it would be difficult to determine, and is un- 
necessary. Those who wish to trace evidences of the facts alluded 
to, may consult Seneca, Ep. 95, Martial. Epigr. I. 90, Athenzus, 
Deipnos. 13. p. 605. Tholuck on the State of the heathen World, in 
Neander’s Denkwiirdigkeiten, I. p, 143 seq., and in the Biblical Re- 


(27) Ὁμοίως τε καὶ .... ἀλλήλοις, in like manner, also, the males» 
" 
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leaving the natural use of the female, burned in their lust toward eack 
other. Literally ὁμοίως re καί may be rendered, moreover in like 
manner too. Τὲ καί is often employed in enumerating particulars, in 
order to designate an intimate connexion between them. This it 
signifies in a more emphatic manner than καί simply; and in this 
respect, the Greek ré answers well to the Lat. que. Té is employed 
rather to annex clauses than words, and in this respect differs from 
καί" at the same time τέ is more commonly connected only with 
clauses which are not necessary to complete the sentence in itself, 
but are epexegetical, i.e. serve for confirmation, illustration, amplifics- 
tion, &c. 

The evidences of the fact here stated by the apostle, are too 
numerous and prominent among the heathen writers, to need even a 
reference to them. Virgil himself, the chaste Virgil, as he has been 
often called, has a Corydon amabat Alexin, without seeming to feel the 
necessity of a blush for it. Such a fact sets the whole matter in open 
day. That at Athens and Rome παιδεραστία was a very common and 
habitual thing, needs no proof to one who has read the Greek and 
Latin classics, especially the amatory poets, to any considerable 
extent. Plutarch tells us that Solon practised it; and Diogenes 
Laertius says the same of the Stoic Zeno. Need we be surprised, then, 
if the same horrible vice was frequent in the more barbarous parts of 
Greece and of the Roman empire? Would God that nations called 
Christian were not reproachable with it; and that the great cities of 
the old world (possibly of the new also), did not exhibit examples of it, 
almost as flagrant as those of Greece and Rome! 

ἤΑρσενες . « « «κατεργαζόμενοι, males with males doing that which ἐξ 
shameful. A further description of what the writer means, so as to 
leave no doubt about the design of the preceding affirmation. 

Καὶ τὴν .. «. ἀπολαμβάνοντες, and receiving in themselves the reward 
which is due to their error. The apostle doubtless means, here, the 
evil consequences both physical and moral, which followed the practices 
on which he is animadverting. In respect to the first, their bodies 
were weakened, their health impaired, and premature old age came on 
both in a mental and physical respect. With regard to the seoond, 
what else could be expected from those who sunk themselves far 
below the brute creation, but that their moral sense would be degraded, 
their conscience ‘‘ seared with a hot iron,” and all the finer feelings 
and delicate sensibilities of life utterly extinguished ἢ No example in 
the whole brute creation can be produced, which resembles the 
degradation of the καιδερασταί" and it follows, by an immutable law of 
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ἃ sin-hating God which is impressed on the very nature of all moral 
beings, that degradation and shame should result from the gratification 
of viler than beastly appetites. The despots, princes, and rich men 
of the East, who practise polygamy and keep extensive harems, are 
usually superannuated by the time they are forty years of age; how 
much more might this be naturally expected, as to the offenders 
mentioned in the verse under examination ? 

(28) Καὶ καθὼς .- «. ἐν ἐπιγνώσει, and inasmuch as they did not like 
to retain God in their knowledge, Δοκιμάζω usually means to try, 
prove, examine, &c. But a secondary sense of the word is, to approve, 
to choose ; like to δόκιμος, approved, acceptable, agreeable, &c. The 
apostle means here to say, that the heathen voluntarily rejected the 
knowledge of the true God, which, to a certain and important extent, 
they might have gathered from the book of nature so widely spread 
open before them.—Eyew ἐν ἐπιγνώσει is altogether equivalent to 
ἐπιγινώσκειν. 

Παρέδωκεν... . νοῦν, God gave them up to a reprobate mind. See on 
ver. 24 for παρέδωκεν ---᾿Αδόκιμος is the negative or antithesis of δόκιμος" 
and therefore means reprobate, that which is to be rejected, unapproved. 
Beza has rendered this adjective as though it had a neuter active sense, 
@ mind incapable of judging. But the usus loquendi will not bear 
this; although adjectives in -sjoc sometimes have an active sense; see 
Buttm. ausfihrl. Sprachl, 2 Abth. p. 341, The meaning here of 
ἀδόκιμον νοῦν is, wicked or vile mind, which is deserving of condemnation 
or execration. 

Ποιεῖν τὰ μὴ καθήκοντα, to do those things which are disgraceful ; 
i.e. which are indecorous, shameful, God, in his righteous judgment, 
abandoned those who practised such vices, to the legitimate consequences 
of their own passions and conduct, 

(29) Πεπληρωμένους, filled, full of, abounding in. ‘The construction, 
if completed, would be, [παρέδωκεν αὐτοὺς ὁ θεὸς] πεπχηρωμένους, κι τιλ. 
so that πεπληρωμένους agrees with αὐτούς in the preceding verse. It is 
here followed by the Dative of the succeeding nouns; and so in some 
other cases; see Wabl’s Lex. under πληρόω. The Genitive is more 
common after verbs of abounding. 

*Adixig is a generic word here, iniquity, sin, which comprehends all 
the particular vices that are afterwards παπιοᾶ.--- Πυρνείᾳ is omitted in 
some manuscripts, and in some it is placed after πονηρίᾳ. The enume- 
ration seems quite incomplete without it; as it is a sin which most of 
all was universal among the heathen. In the New Testament, the word 
πορνεία has an extended sense, comprehending all illicit intercourse, 


"3 


108 ROMANS I. 29, 30. 


whether fornication, adultery, incest, or any other venus ¢llicita. See 
Bretsch. Lex. on the word. . 

Πονηρία, malice, i. e. versuta et fallax nocendt ratio, as Grotius defines 
it. Malice is a wicked desire or intention of doing harm to others, in 
a fraudulent and deceitful manner.—Tcovekig, covetousness. Where 
luxury abounds, and devotedness to sinful pleasures, there a thirst for 
gold will also reign, because it is necessary to supply the means of plea- 
sure. Petronius strikingly represents Rome as covetous of the wealth 
of other nations, in the following manner: 

.... Si quis sinus abditus ultra, 
Si qua foret tellus que fulvum mitteret aurum, 
Hoatis erat, fatisque in tristia bella paratis 
Querebantur opes. 

Kaxia, among the Greeks, was the antithesis of ἀρετή, when taken in 
8 generic sense. But when taken (as here) in a limited one, it means 
the habit of doing mischtef or harm to others in any way. It differs from 
πονηρία, malice, inasmuch as that more particularly designates a state of 
mind, and the craftiness by which the purposes it forms are to be 
executed. Kaxia is any kind of injurious treatment. 

Μεστούς is of the same meaning as πεπληρωμένονς" but it seems to be 
mtroduced here merely for the sake of varying the construction of so 
many nouns. As it governs the Genitive, so the Genitive here follows 
it, and this makes a variety in the construction. The ellipsis is as 
before, [παρέδωκεν αὐτοὺς ὁ θεὸς μεστοὺς, x. τ. λ.----Φθόνος, envy, seems 
to be natural to the human breast. It exists at all times and in all 
places, where one part of the community is, or is thought to be, more 
happy or distinguished than another. This passion was in the highest 
degree predominant at Rome.—ovoc, murder, or manslaughter, both 
public and private, legalized and forbidden, was exceedingly frequent 
at Rome; e.g. the gladiatorial fights, the destruction of slaves, the 
executions by the Roman emperor’s orders, and deaths by poison, 
assassination, &c.—‘Epec of course followed on in such a train.—Aedo¢ 
is strikingly exemplified by a verse of Juvenal: “ Quid Rome faciam ? 
Mentiri nescio,” Sat. III. 41 .---Κακοήθεια means malevolence, parti- 
cularly that species of it which perverts the words and actions of another, 
and puts a wrong construction on them in order to gratify a love of 
mischief, when it was easy and proper to put a good construction upon 
them. It differs specifically, therefore, from πονηρία. 

(80) Ψιθυριστής means a slanderer in secret.—KaréXadoc, a slanderer 
in public.—Ocoorvyeic, haters of God. Grotius says, it should be 
written θεοστύγεις, i.e. with the tone or accent on the penult, in order 
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‘to have an active sense. But this is not necessary; for Suidas defines 
θεοστυγεῖς (oxytone) by of ὑπὸ θεοῦ μισούμενοι, καὶ ὋΙ OEON MI- 
ZOYNTES. In the same manner Passow gives the meaning of the 
word. That the active sense is here required, the context clearly 
shews; inasmuch as the vices of men are here designated, not the 
punishment of them.—'Ypiortc, reproachful, i.e. lacerating others by 
slanderous, abusive, passionate declarations. — Ὑπερηφάνους, proud, 
ie, looking with disdain upon others, and thinking highly of them- 
selves.—'Adafévac, boasters, i. 6. glorying in that which does not belong 
to them, whether wealth, learning, talents, or any thing else.—'Egeupe- 
τὰς κακῶν; inventors of evil things. This doubtless refers to the inven- 
tions in luxuries, vices, &c., which were constantly taking place in the 
great cities of ancient times, where there was a competition in pleasures 
among the wealthy.—Tovevow ἀπειθεῖς, disobedient to parents ; a vice 
exceedingly common among the heathen, multitudes of whom cast out 
their parents, when they are old, to perish from hunger, or cold, or by 
the wild beasts. The Accusative cases throughout this and the follow- 
ing verse, are all governed by παρέδωκεν ὁ Gedc, brought forward from 
ver. 28, in the mind of the writer, and to be supplied by the reader. 

(31) ᾿Ασυνέτους, inconsiderate or foolish; compare vs, 21, 22,.— 
᾿Ασυνθέτους, covenant-breakers, perfidious. —'Aarépyove, destitute of 
natural affection. ‘The writer probably refers here, to the usual prac- 
tices among the heathen of exposing young children to perish, when 
the parents had more of them than they thought themselves able to 
maintain, or had such as they did not wish to take the trouble of bringing 
up. Tertullian (in Apologetico) repeats this accusation against them 
in ἃ tremendous manner: ‘“‘,,.. qui natos sibi liberos enecant.... 
erudelius in aqua spiritum extorquetis, aut frigori et fami et canibus 
exponitis.”—"Aoréviouc, implacable, qui pactum non admittit. Some 
manuscripts omit the word; but its authority does not seem fairly to 
be doubtful. This is a well-known trait of the heathen character, 
exemplified in a most striking manner by the Aborigines of this country. 
—AveAchpovac, destitute of compassion, unmerciful. What, for example, 
are or were the provisions made for the poor and suffering, among the 
heathen? 

(82) Οἴτινες «. .- ἐπιγνόντες, who knowing the ordinances of God. 
᾿Ἐπιγνόντες is here to be taken in the like sense with γνόντες in ver. 21; 
see the remarks on this. In Rom. ii. 14, 15, Paul asserts that ‘the 
heathen who have no written law (revelation), are a law to themselves, 
for Seaer give evidence that the requisitions of the divine law are 

written upon their hearts.’ He refers, of course, in these and the like 
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expressions, to leading and principal traits of moral duty. So in our 
text, when he speaks of the Gentiles as knowing God, he means, that 
the disclosures made respecting God in the works of nature, and respect- 
ing the duties which he demanded of them in their own consciences or 
moral sense, were of such a kind as fairly to give them an opportunity 
of knowing something respecting the great outlines of duty, and of 
rendering them inexcusable for neglecting it. 

To δικαίωμα, statute, ordinance, precept. The Seventy employ it 
often, in order to translate the Hebrew ΓΙ, pwn, M3. The 
use of δικαίωμα in such a way, seems to be quite Hellenistic. Suidas, 
however, defines it thus: ξικαιώματα᾽ νόμος, ἐντολαί. Clear cases of 
usage in such a sense, are 1 Macc. i. 13, ποιεῖν τὰ δικαιώματα τῶν ἔθνων" 
and Test. XII. Patriarch., ποιεῖν τὰ δικαιώματα κυρίου, καὶ ὑπακούειν 
ἐντολὰς θεοῦ, Fabric. Cod. Pseudep. I. 608. 

What the δικαίωμα or pr is, which the heathen knew or might have 
known, is now declared, viz. ὅτι ot .... eioly, that they who do such 
things (such as he had just been mentioning], are worthy of death. As 
the affirmation here has respect to those who did not enjoy the know- 
ledge of a written revelation, so death can hardly be taken in the full 
and exact scriptural sense of the word ; (on this sense, see the remarks 
on Rom. v. 12). It must, however, be taken in a sense strictly ana- 
logous with this, viz. as meaning punishment, misery, suffering. The 
very nature of the term implies this. That the word θανάτον is figu- 
ratively, not literally employed here, is sufficiently plain from an inspec- 
tion of the catalogue of vices which the apostle had just named. 
Surely he does not mean to say, that alJ of these deserved capital 
punishment from the civil magistrate, in the dsteral sense; and that 
this was a case so plain, that the heathen themselves clearly recog- 
nized it. 

A certain degree of vitiosity is manifested, by the commission of 
crimes or the practice of wickedness; in some cases a very high degree. 
But still, in many cases crimes are the result of a sudden tmpetus of 
passion and temptation, in the midst of which men abandon reflection. 
It requires therefore, in the main, a higher degree of depravity coolly 
to applaud and deliberately to justify and encourage wickedness already 
committed or to be committed, than it does to commit it in the moment 
of excitement. Hence the apostle considers this as the very climax of 
all the charges which he had to bring against the heathen, that they not 
only plunged into acts of wickedness, but had given their more deli- 
berate approbation to such doings. Οὐ povoy .... πράσσονσι, not only 
do the same things, but even commend those who do them. It is often 
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the case, that wicked men, whose consciences have been enlightened, 
speak reproachfully of others who practise such vices as they themselves 
indulge in, Few profligate parents, for example, are willing that their 
children should sustain the same character with themselves. But when 
we find, as in some cases we may do, such parents encouraging and 
applanding their children in acts of wickedness, we justly consider it as 
evidence of the very highest kind of depravity. 


It is of such depravity as this, that the apostle accuses the heathen. 
And justly; for even their philosophers and the best educated among 
them, stood chargeable with such an accusation. For example; both 
the Epicureans and the Stoics allowed and defended παιδεραστία and 
incest, numbering these horrid crimes among the ἀδιάφορα, things indif- 
ferent. Aristotle and Cicero justify revenge. Aristotle (Polit. 1, 8) 
represents war upon barbarous nations, to be nothing more than a 
species of hunting, and altogether justifiable. The same writer justifies 
forcible abortion, Polit. VII. 16. Other philosophers represent virtue 
and vice as the mere creatures of statute and arbitrary custom; or (to 
use the words of Justin) they maintain, μηδὲν εἶναι ἀρετὴν μηδὲ κακέαν, 
δόξῃ δὲ μόνον τοὺς ἀνθρώπους ἢ ἀγαθὰ ἢ κακὰ ταῦτα ἡγεῖσθαι, that there 
is nothing either virtuous or vicious, but that things are made good or 
evil merely by the force of opinion. 

This is sufficient to justify the declaration of the apostle; for if 
philosophers thonght and reasoned thus, what must the common people 
have done, who were more exclusively led by their appetites and 
passions? ‘The picture is indeed a dreadful one ; it is truly revolting 
im every sense of the word. But that it is just, nay, that it actually 
comes short of the’ real state of things, particularly on the score of 
impurity and cruelty, there cannot be the least doubt in any man, who 
is acquainted with the ancient state of the heathen world, and of 
Rome in particular. Poets, philosophers, and historians, have con- 
firmed the words of Paul; and the relics of ancient cities in Italy, (in 

carvings, statues, &c.)—cities destroyed near the time when 
the apostle lived, bear most ample testimony to what he has said of 
their lasciviousness and shameless profligacy. One has only to add, 
with the deepest distress, that in many of the great cities of countries 
ealled Christian, there is fearful reason to believe, that there are 
abominations practised in various respects, which even exceed any 
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inventions of heathen depravity. How often is one obliged to ex- 
claim, with the apostle, παρέδωκεν αὐτοὺς ὁ θεός! The evidence of this 
lies in more than beastly degradation. 

It has frequently been asked, whether the apostle intended here 
to draw a picture of the philosophers and sophists, or only of the 
common people ; whether he meant to say that alJ the heathen were 
guilty of the vices which he names, or only a part of them, &c. 
The answer to these questions has in part been given above; and as 
to the rest, it seems not to be difficult. It is sufficiently plain, I trust, 
from the very nature of the case, as has been already stated, that Paul does 
not mean to assert of every individual among the heathen, that he stood 
chargeable with each and every crime here specified. This is impos- 
sible. He means only to say, that these and the like vices (for surely 
they were guilty of many others), were notorious and common among 
the heathen; and that every individual capable of sinning, philosophers 
and common people, stood chargeable, in a greater or less degree, with 
some of them. In this way he makes out a part of his main proposition, 
viz. that all men are under sin ; consequently, that all are in a lost con- 
dition or in a state of condemnation. These declarations being esta- 
blished, it follows of course, that all men need a Saviour, and can be 
delivered from the curse of the divine law, only by means of atoning blood 
which procures gratuitous pardon for them. 

That the apostle has been here describing the heathen, is clear 
from vs. 20—33, where all that is said applies in its proper force only 
to them. 

That the heathen had a moral sense, is clear from Rom. ii. 14, 15. 
One may even suppose it to be probable that some of them did, to a 
certain extent, obey this internal law; at least, we may well suppose 
that they could obey it. This seems to be implied in Rom. ii. 26, 
and perhaps in Acts x. 35. It is on this basis, that the apostle 
grounds his charge of guilt against them. They knew, at least they 
might have known, that what they did was against the law of nature, 
against their consciences, against their internal persuasion with respect 
to right and wrong. Consequently they were verily guilty in the sight 
of God; not for transgressing the precepts of a revelation never made 
known to them, but for violating a law that was within them, and 
shutting their eyes against the testimony of the natural world. Most 
clearly and fully does the apostle recognize and teach all this, Rom. ii. 
12—16, 26,27. No one, therefore, can accuse God of injustice, because 
he blames and condemns the heathen; for he makes the law which 
was known to them the measure of their blame and condemnation, 
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When this subject, therefore, is contemplated in its full and proper 
light, it becomes clear, that neither the accusations of the apostle, nor 
the deductions which he makes from them, are subject to any just 
exception. Thus far his argument is good, and conclusive. It is clear 
that the Gentiles need a Saviour; it is equally clear that they need 
gratuitous justification, and that they must perish without such a pro- 
vision for them. It remains then to be seen, whether the same things 
can be established with respect to the Jews. 

On the method of establishing the declaration which the apostle 
makes concerning the depravity of the Gentiles, it may be proper here 
to add a single remark. He goes into no formal argument. In the 
passage which we have been considering, he does not even appeal, 
(as he sometimes does, Tit. i. 12), to the testimony of their own 
writers. The ground of this must be, that the facts were plain, palpable, 
well known, and acknowledged by all. To mention them merely, was 
to establish his allegation ; the appeal being made to the certain know- 
ledge of every reader. In particular, he was well assured that the 
Jewish part of his readers would call in question none of the allegations, 
which he made in relation to the vices of the Gentiles. There was no 
need, therefore, of any more formal proof, on the present occasion. A 
plain statement of the case was sufficient, We shall see that the 
writer occupies more time, and makes greater effort, to confirm his 
declarations respecting the Jews. 


CHAP. Il. 1—29. 


‘The apostle, having thus concluded his short but very significant view of the 
heathen world, τ γον to address his own nation, cn eats in order to shew 
them that they stood in need of the mercy proffered by the gospel, as really and as 
mueh as the Gentiles. But this he does not proceed to do at once, and by direct 
‘address. He first prepares the way by illustrating and enforcing the general pro- 
position, that all who have a knowledge of what is right, and approve of it, but yet 
‘sin against it, are guilty; and as really so are those who are so blinded as not to see 
the loveliness and excellence of virtue, and who at the same time transgress its 

‘This he does in vs. 1—10; in which, although he had the Jews con- 

jn mind, he still advances only general propositions, applicable in common 

τὸ them and to others; thus preparing the way, with great skill and judgment, for a 
more effectual charge to be made specifically against the Jews, in the sequel of his 
discourse. Such a view of his discourse will render easy the solution of the agitated 
question: Whom does Paul address in vs. 1—8? Le Clerc supposes that he 
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addresses the heathen philosophers; but Chrysostom, Theodoret, Grotius, and 
others, that he addresses heathen magistrates. It seems quite plain, atleast to my 
mind, that he directly addresses neither the one or the other of these here, nor 
any other particular class of men; but that he employs general propositions only, 
in the verses before us; and this, merely for the sake of preparing the way 
to convince the Jews, and to show that they too, as well as the Gentiles, are 
in a state of condemnation. In ver. 11 he first commences the direct attack (if 
so it may be called) upon the Jews, and continues it, mote or less directly, to 

ap. iii, 19. 

The words of Turretin (E Epist. Pauli ad Rom. in cap. IT.) are so much 
to my purpose, that I cannot forbear quoting them. “ Postquam ostendisset apo- 
stolus cpiatolee suse capite primo, Gentes ex propriis operibus justificari non potuisse, 
eo quod deploratissimus eorum status esset; idem jam Judzis capite IT. demon- 
strare aggreditur. Verum id facit dextre nec mediocri solertia, statim ne nominatis 
quidem Judsis, positisque generalibus principiis, quorum veritatem et equitatem 
negare ‘non poterant; quo facto, sensim eorum mentionem injicit: tandemque 
directe eos compellat, vividaque et pathetica oratione eorum conscientiam pungit, 
facitque ut de propriis peccatis volentes nolentes convincantur. Et in his quidem 
omnibus, deprimit supercilium Judzorum, qui ceteras gentes summo contemptu 
habebant, iisque se longe meliores et Deo acceptiores gloriabantur. At vero, 
non negatis Judzorum ad cognitionem quod adtinet preerogativis, ostendit eos, ad 
mores quod spectat, que pars est religionis longe precipua, Gentibus haud qua- 
quam meliores fuisse, proindeque Dei judicio et damnationi haud minus obnoxios 

re.”’ 

So far as the contents of the present chapter then are concerned, we have, in 
vs. 1—8, the general considerations already named ; in vs. 9—16, the apostle shows 
that the Jews must be accountable to God, as really and truly, for the manner in 
which they treat the precepts contained in the Scriptures, as the heathen are 
for the manner in which they demean themselves with respect to the law of nature; 
and that each must he judged, at last, according to the means of grace and improve- 
ment which he has enjoyed. 

In vs. 17—29, he advances still farther, and makes a direct reference to the Jew 
alone. He shews here, that those who sin against higher degrees of know! 
imparted by revelation, must be more guilty than those who have offended merely 
against the laws of nature ; i. e. he plainly teaches the doctrine, that guilt is propor- 
tioned to the light and love that have been manifested, and yet been ab The 
very precedence in knowledge, of which the Jews were so proud and so prone to 
boast, the apostle declares to be a ground of greater condemnation, in case those who 
possessed it sinned against it; a doctrine consonant as truly with reason and con- 
science, as it is with the declarations of the Scriptures; compare John tii 19. 
xv. 22—24. ix. 41. 


(1) Ato... . κρένων, therefore thou art without excuse, O man, every 
one that condemneth, or whosoever thou art that condemnest.—Axro here 
has been made the subject of much discussion. The point of difficulty 
respecting it is, to shew how it stands connected, as an sllative particle, 
with the preceding discourse. As it is made up of διά and 6, we 
cannot avoid the conclusion that the word is, in its own proper nature, 
illative. To my own mind, the connexion appears to be thus: ‘ Since 
it will be conceded, that those who know the ordinances of God against 
such vices as have been named, and still practise them, and applaud 
others for doing 80, are worthy of punishment; it follows (διό, there- 
fore), that all who are so enlightened as to disapprove of such crimes, 
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and who still commit them, ate even yet more worthy of punishment.’ 
The apostle here takes the ground, that those who were so enlightened 
‘and instrncted by- revelation, as to condemn the vices in question, 
would of course sin against motives of a higher kind than those which 
the heathen enjoyed who were possessed of less light. It must be 
conceded, indeed, that συνευδοκοῦσι in i. 32 is designed to aggravate 
the description of the guilt which the heathen incurred, (and in fact it 
does so); yet it will not follow, that the sin of these heathen would 
not have been still greater, had they enjoyed such light from revelation, 
as would have led them fully to condemn those very sins in their own 
consciences, while they yet practised them, The main point in the 
discourse here, seems to stand connected principally with the greater or 
less light as to duty. The heathen with less light, went so far in vice 
as even to approve and applaud it, as well as to practise it; the Jew 
with more light, was led irresistibly as it were to condemn such sins, 
but with all this light, and against all the remonstrances. of his con- 
science, he violated the same precepts which the heathen violated. 
Now what the apostle would say, is, that he who sins while he pos- 
sesses light enough to condemn the vice which he practises, is really 
and truly guilty, as well as he who sins while approving it. He takes 
it for granted that his readers will concede the point which he has 
asserted respecting the guilt of the heathen; hence he draws the 
inference (διό), that on the like grounds they must condemn every one, 
who, like the Jew, sins against the voice of his conscience and against 
his better knowledge. 

In like manner Flatt (Comm, iiber ἃ. Rémer) makes out the con- 
nexion of διό here: “ Διό, because thou knowest τὸ δικαέωμα τοῦ θεοῦ" 
because thou knowest, that according to the divine decision they are 
worthy of punishment who practise such vices; because thou thyself 
dost acknowledge this δικαίωμα θεοῦ" so thou canst not excuse thyself 
for committing the like sins.” 

As to πᾶς ὁ κρίνων, the proposition made by it is indeed general ; 
‘but this is plainly a matter of intention on the part of the writer. He 
means to include the Jews in but at the same time, he commences 
his remarks on them in his general way, for the very purpose of 
approaching gradually and in an inoffensive manner, the ultimate 
point which he has in view. 

Ἐν ᾧ γὰρ... κατακρένεις, for in respect to the same thing (which. 
thow condemnest in another, thou passest sentence of condemnation upon 
thyself ; ar, in condemning. another, thou passest sentence on thyself.— 
"Ev ᾧ, in respect to, with reference to ; it may be translated, because 
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that, inasmuch as, like the Hebrew ὝΕΣ, The latter method would 
represent the apostle as saying: ‘ For the very act of condemning 
another, is passing sentence upon thyself.’ I prefer the former method, 
which represents him as saying: ‘Thou who condemnest, dost pass 
sentence on thyself in respect to the very point which is the subject of 
condemnation ;’ i.e. thou who condemnest the practice of the vices just 
named, dost thyself practise the very same vices, and so dost come 
under thine own condemnation. That κρίνω has oftentimes the same 
sense as xaraxpivw, every good lexicon will shew. Such is clearly the 
case here ; compare Matt. vii. 1. Luke vi. 87. Rom. xiv. 3, 4, 10, 18, 
22. 1 Cor. iv. 5. Col. ii. 16. 

The γάρ in this clause is γάρ tllustrantis vel confirmantis ; for the 
sentiments which follow are designed to shew, that πᾶς ὁ κρίνων is 
snexcusable, inasmuch as he stands chargeable himself with the very 
crimes which he censures in others. 

Ta yap....6 κρένων, since thou who condemnest, doest the same things. 
The apostle asserts this, and leaves it to the conscience of his readers 
to bear witness to the truth of it, and to make the application. He 
has not yet named the Jews ; and therefore the charge is only implied, 
not expressed. As in the case where the woman taken in adultery 
was brought before the Saviour, and he said to her accusers: “ He 
that is without sin, let him cast the first stone,” and they all withdrew 
because of conscious guilt; so here, the apostle says: ‘ Every one 
who condemns the heathen for the crimes specified, [he was well 
aware that the Jews did this with a loud voice}, condemns himself, 
because he is guilty of the like vices.” How is this shewn? Not 
by any arguments or testimonies; for Paul knew that these were 
unnecessary. He knew that the consciences of his readers would at 
once bear witness to the truth of his allegations. Therefore he leaves 
it to their consciences. But still, external testimony to the facts 
alleged is not wanting. That the Jews of this period were grossly 
corrupt, is certain from the accusations which Jesus so often brought 
against them, as recorded in the Gospels. We may make the appeal 
to Josephus also, and in particular to the description which he gives of 
Herod and his-courtiers. 

The ydp in the present clause is also inserted, because this clause is 
designed to confirm the preceding one, and to shew how he who judged 
did condemn himself. 

(2) Οἴδαμεν δὲ .... πράσσοντας, now we know that the judgment 
of God is according to truth, against those who do such things. Κρίμα 
θεοῦ means, sentence of condemnation on the part of God, θεοῦ being 
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Genitious auctoris.—Kara ἀλήθειαν may be construed in various 
ways; viz. (1) It may be taken (as usual in the classics) for truly, 
verily; i.e. just in the same sense as ὄντως, ἀληθῶς. This would 
make a good sense in our verse; but not the best. (2) It may mean 
the sume as κατὰ δικαιοσύνην, agreeably to justice, inasmuch as ἀλήθεια. 
often means vera religionis doctrina, vera atque salutaris doctrina, δες. 
So Beza, Tholuck, and others. (3) A better sense still seems ἴὸ 
be, agreeably to the real state of things, in accordance with truth 
as it respects the real character sustained by each individual. The 
sentiment then is: ‘ Think not to escape the judgment of God, thou 
who condemnest the vices of the heathen, and yet dost thyself practise 
them; whatever thy claims to. the divine favour on account of thy 
birth or thy spiritual advantages may be, remember that the judgment 
of God will be according to the true state of the case, according to 
the real character which thou dost sustain.’ I prefer this method of 
interpretation, as it renders the verse more significant, while the usus 
loquendi is fully retained. 

Τὰ τοιαῦτα, such things, viz. such as he had just been mentioning. 
Observe that the apostle does not accuse the πᾶς ὁ κρίνων here 
of the very same things in all respects, (as αὐτά in the preceding 
verse might at first view appear to intimate); but he speaks of him 
who condemns, as doing τὰ ruatra. Nor is it to be understood by 
this, that every individual among the Jews, or even that any one, was 
chargeable with each and every vice which he had named. Enough 
that any one or more of these vices might be justly charged on all. 
And even if it could be said, that there might be individuals who 
gave no external proofs to men that they were guilty of any of these 
vices; there certainly were none who were not more or less guilty, in 
the sense in which our Saviour declares in his Sermon on the Mount 
that men may be guilty of murder and adultery, ie. spiritually, inter- 


j, mentally. 

(3) Δογίζῃ δὲ... θεοῦ, dost thou think, then, O man, who con- 
demnest those that do such things, and doest the very same things, that 
thou shalt escape the judgment of God? Δέ, says Flatt, appears to 
stand for οὖν" but why, he has not shewn. Bretschneider has better 
explained it, in his lexicon: ‘ Aé....addit vim interrogationi.” 
This is exactly the case here. It seems to me, that the apostle does 
not mean to say, therefore, &c,; and accordingly, I do not take 
ver. 3 to be properly il/ative. The nearest translation which we can 
give in English, is then used as an intensive ; which is a common use 
of it in such a connexion as that before us, i.e. addit vim interrogationi. 
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The point in the verse appears to be as follows: ‘ Thou, who 
condemnest others for vicious indulgences, and still dost thyself 
practise the same, dost thou suppose, that while they cannot escape 
thy condemning sentence, thou canst escape the sentence of him who 
is of purer eyes than to behold iniquity?’ Well has Chrysostom 
paraphrased it: τὸ σὸν οὐκ ἐξέφυγες κρίμα, καὶ τὸ τοῦ θεοῦ διαφεύξῃ ; 
thou hast not escaped thine own condemnation; and shalt thow escape 
that of God ? 

(4) Ἢ rov....xaragporeic, or dost thou despise his abounding 
goodness, and forbearance, and long-suffering ? The werd πλοῦτος is 
often employed by Paul, in order to designate abundance, coptousness ; 
e.g. Eph. i. 7. ii. 7. 1.18. iii. 16. Rom. ix. 23. xi. 88, et alibi. 
The Seventy frequently employ it to translate YE") and OT. Here 
πλούτου supplies the place of an adjective, and means abundant or 
abounding ; comp. Heb. Gram. ὃ 440. ὁ. 

Χρηστότητος, kindness, benignity. ᾿Ανοχῆς, literally holding tn, i.e. 
checking or restraining indignation, forbearing to manifest displeasure 
against sin.—MaxpoOvpiac, longanimitas, DUBS TIN, slowness to anger, 
forbearance to punish. Both words (ἀνοχῆς and paxpoOuplac) are here 
of nearly the same import, and serve, as synonymes thus placed usually 
do, to give intensity to the expression. The meaning is, as if the 
apostle had said: ‘ Despisest thou his abounding kindness, and dis- 
tinguished forbearance to punish ?’ 

Karagpovéw means to treat with contempt, either by word or by deed. 
The apostle means to say here, that all the distinguished goodness 
which the ὁ κρένων enjoyed, in consequence of his superior light, was 
practically neglected and contemned by him, inasmuch as he plunged 
into the same vices which the ignorant heathen practised. 

"Ayvowy.... ἄγει, not acknowledging that the goodness of God 
leadeth thee to repentance. ᾿Αγνοῶν in the sense of not recognizing 
or acknowledging. Γινώσκω and the Hebrew 9 often mean, to 
recognize, to.acknowledge; as may be seen in the lexicons.—To 
χρηστόν, 1.q. χρηστότης, by a common usage of the Greek tongue; 
compare τὸ γνωστόν in i, 19.—"Aye, leads; but as verbs often 
designate a tendency towards the action which they usually designate, 
as well as the specific action itself, so here the tendency or fitness to 
accomplish the end is designated; compare John v. 21, ἐγείρει, has 
the power or faculty to raise up; ζωοκποιεῖ, has the power of giving 
life; Rom. i. 21, γνόντες, having opportuntty to know. The sentiment 
is, that the goodness of God which the ὁ κρένων enjoys in a peculiar 
manner, is intended to teach him gratitude for his blessings, and of 


ROMANS II. 4-6. 119 


course sorrow (perdyoay) for his offences in respect to that course 
οἵ conduct which such a principle would dictate. Let the reader 
compare, for the sake of deeply impressing on his mind so important 
and striking a sentiment, the passages in 2 Pet. iii. 9. Ezek. xviii. 
23, 32. xxxiii. 11. 

(6) Κατὰ δὲ... καρδίαν, but according to thine obstinacy and 
impenitent heart, or according to thy hard and impenitent heart, δέ 
naturally connects sentences or clauses which are more or less antithetic. 
Verse 5 expresses antithesis to the acknowledging of the goodness of 
God, &c.; which the offender is bound to do, but he takes a contrary 
course. Σκληρότης means insensibility of heart or mind, a state in 
which one is not duly affected by considerations presented to his mind,x— 
᾿Αμετανόητον καρδίαν means a heart not so affected as to sorrow for sin, 
by the goodness of God which is designed to produce such an effect. 
It is by such spiritual insensibility or stupidity, that the sinner is 
aggravating his condemnation ; so the next clause. 

Onoavpifac.... τοῦ θεοῦ, thou art treasuring up for thyself wrath 
in the day of wrath, when the righteous judgment of God shall be 
revealed. Θησαυρίζεις, to treasure up, i.e. to lay up in store, to 
accumulate, to increase.—Zeavrg, for thyself, Dativus incommodi (as 
grammarians say); compare Rom. xiii. 2. Matt. xxiii. 81.--- Ὀργήν» 
wrath, includes also the punishment which is the natural consequence 
of ‘wrath. A day of punishment is called, in the Old Testament, ph 
Sh, ΣΙ ob, MIN) AY Of, i.e. a day when the displeasure of 
Jehovah is manifested. 

Ἔν ἡμέρᾳ ὀργῆς, i.e. ὀργὴν [τὴν ἐσομένην ἐν ἡμέρᾳ ὀργῆς, indig- 
nation that will be shewn or executed in the day of indignation or 
punishment.—Kal ἀποκαλύψεως καὶ δικαιοκρισίας may be taken as a 
Hendiadys, and rendered of revealed righteous judgment. ‘The meaning 
is: ‘ When God's righteous judgment shall be revealed, ice. in the 
great day of judgment.’ Griesbach omits the second καί. which makes 
the reading more facile. 

(6) Ὃς ἀποδώσει «. «« αὑτοῦ, who will render to every man according 
to his works; ice. who will make retribution to every man, according 
to the tenor of his conduct. The sequel shews what distinction 
the supreme Judge will make, between men of different characters.— 
“Ἔργα means here, as often elsewhere, all the developments which 
a man makes of himself, whether by outward or inward actions; 
compare John vi. 27. Rev. xiv. 13. xxii. 13, The word is, indeed, 
more commonly used to designate something done externally; but 
it is by no means confined to this sense. Thus ἔργα νόμου means, 
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any works which the law demands ; ἔργα θεοῦ means, such works as 
God requires ; and in cases of this nature it will not be said, I trust, 
that God and his law do not require any thing but external works. - 

(7) Τοῖς μὲν .. «. αἰώνιον, to those who by patient continuance or 
perseverance in well doing, seek for glory and honour and immortality, 
or immortal glory and honour, (he will render] eternal life or happiness.— 
Ὑπομενήν means perseverance or patient continuance.—Kara, before 
the Accusative, frequently designates the modus in which any thing 
is done, or the state and condition in which it is; e.g. κατὰ τάξειεν, 
κατὰ ζῆλον, xara γνῶσιν, &c.—Epyouv here has the epithet ἀγαθοῦ 
in order to distinguish it from the generic épya used in the preceding 
verse. 

Δόξαν καὶ τιμὴν καὶ ἀφθαρσίαν is cumulative or intensive; i.e. it 
expresses happiness or glory of the highest kind. We may translate 
the phrase thus: tmmortal glory and honour, making ἀφθαρσίαν an 
adjective to the other nouns; or we may render it, glorious and 
honourable immortality, or honourable and immortal glory. I prefer 
the first. The idea is indeed substantially the same in all; but all do 
not seem equally congruous, as to the method of expression. The 
joining of τιμή and δόξα, in order to express intensity, is agreeable 
to a usage which is frequent in the New Testament; e.g. 1 Tim. i. 17. 
Heb. i. 7, 9. 2 Pet. 1. 17. Apoc. iv. 9, 11. So the Hebrew 
ὝΜ Tn, 

The μέν at the beginning of the verse is the μὲν προτάσεως, i.e. μέν 
designating the protasis in a sentence; the ἀπόδοσις here is ver. 8, 
which commences with δέ apodotic, i.e. marking the apodosis, and 
standing as the counterpart of μέν in ver. 7. 

(8) Τοῖς δὲ ἐξ ἐριθείας, but to those who are contentious. ‘Ex (ἐξ) 
before the Genitive of a noun, is often employed as an adjective in 
designating some particular description of persons or things. Thus 
ὁ ἐξ οὐρανοῦ = οὐράνιος" ἡ ἐκ φύσεως, natural; τὸν ἐκ πίστεως, credens ; 
ὁ ἐξ ὑμῶν, yours; οἱ ἐκ περιτομῆς, the circumcised ; so the classical οἱ ἐκ. 
στοᾶς, &c. The apostle means here to designate those who contend 
against God, or rebel against him. The Seventy use ἐρεθέζω in order 
to translate 71, Deut. xxi. 20. xxxi.27. What it means, moreover, 
is explained in the next clause by ἀπειθοῦσι. 

Kal ἀπειθοῦσι... .. ἀδικίᾳ, and are disobedient to the truth, but 
obedient to unrighteousness. Here (in a subordinate member of the 
apodosis of the sentence begun in ver. 7) is a second μέν protatic 
and δέ apodotic. The contrast of the two respective clauses in which 
they stand, is made very plain by ἀπειθοῦσι and πειθομένοις. The 
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exact expression of this μέν and δέ, cannot be made out by any 
translation which the English language will permit. We have no 
words capable of designating such nice shades of relation as μέν and 
δέ signify here, and in like cases; shades very plain and palpable, 
indeed, to the practised critic in Greek, but such an one is still left 
without the power of expressing them in his own vernacular lan- 
guage. I have not in this case attempted an exact translation, for 
the reason just mentioned. The nearest to the original that I am able 
to come, is by the following version: And those who disobey indeed the 
truth, but obey unrighteousness. How imperfect an exhibition this 

the nicer colouring of the Greek expression, every one must 
feel who has “ διὰ τὴν ἔξιν τὰ αἰσθητήρια γεγυμνασμένα πρὸς 


"Αχηθείᾳ here means true doctrine. As the proposition of the 
apostle is general here, i. e. as it respects all, whether Jews or Gentiles, 
who disobey the precepts of religion and morality, so ἀληθείᾳ must be 
taken in a latitude that embraces the truths of both natural and re- 
vealed religion. On the other hand ἀδικέᾳ means that which is unright- 
tous, that which the truth forbids, it being here (as in i. 18) the 
antithesis of ἀληθείᾳ. 

*Opyiy καὶ θύμος, indignation and wrath. Ammonius says, θύμος μέν 
ἔστε πρόσκαιρος, ὀργὴ δὲ πολυχρόνιος μνησικακία, i.e. θύμος is of short 
duration, but ὀργή is a long-continued remembrance of evil. 1 appre- 
hend, however, that in the case before us, the expression is merely 
intensive ; which (as usual) is effected by the accumulation of synony- 
mous terms. In respect to the construction of these nouns in the 
Nominative case, it is an evident departure from the structure in the 
preceding verse, where ζωὴν αἰώνιον is in the Accusative governed by 
ἀποδώσει understood. Here ὀργὴ καὶ θύμος are the Nominative to 
ἔσονται implied. Such departures in the latter portion of a sentence, 
from a construction employed in the former part of it, grammarians call 
ἀνακόχουθον" which means, that a construction begun, is not followed up 
or completed in the like manner. 

(9) Θλίψις καὶ στενοχωρία are words which correspond to ὀργὴ καὶ θύμος, 
and designate the effects of the latter. The meaning is, intense anguish, 
great . It is evident, at first sight, that the 9th verse is a 
repetition of the general sentiment contained in ver. 8; while the 
10th verse repeats the sentiment of ver. 7. This repetition, however, 
is evidently introduced with the design of making a specific application, 
and of shewing definitely whom the apostle means to include in what 
he had said. 
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The construction in ver. 8 is here followed; inasmuch as ἔσονται 
is plainly implied after θλίψις καὶ crevoywpia. These two words, used 
in the way of expressing intensity, are often joined by classic writers ; 
and so in Hebrew we have 2131 TT73. 

᾿Επὶ πᾶσαν ψυχὴν ἀνθρώπου, [great distress shall be] upon every 
soul of man, i.e. upon every man. In Hebrew, the soul of the nght- 
eous, of the wicked, of the poor, of the rich, of the hungry, of the 
thirsty, &c., means the righteous, the wicked, ἃς. So here, the soul 
of man means man.— 'Iovdalov .... Ἕλληνος, first of the Jew, and 
then of the Greek ; i.e. the Jew, to whom a revelation has been im- 
parted, shall be judged and punished first in order, because he sustains 
@ peculiar relation to revealed truth which calls for this; compare i. 16. 
Here the apostle comes out, and openly shews, that what he had been 
thus far saying only in general terms, is applicable to Jews as well as 
to Greeks. 

(10) Δόξα dé... Ἕλληνι, but glory and honour and peace to every 
one who doeth good, first to the Jew and then to the Greek. That is, 
both threatenings and rewards are held out to Jews and Greeks, in the 
same manner and on the same condition. With God there is no 
προσωποληψία. This verse is a repetition of ver. 7, with the addition 
of Ἰουδαίου re πρῶτον καὶ “Ἕλληνος. But here εἰρήνη is substituted for 
. ἀφθαρσίαν there. We might translate, but happiness glorious and 
honourable, &c. The meaning of the whole is plain. Intensity of 
description or affirmation is intended. 

(11) Οὐ yap.... θεῷ, for with God there is no partiality, or πο 
respect of persons. The Hebrew 5°32 NW) means, to deal partially, 
to look not at things but at persons, and pass sentence accordingly. 
The phrases πρόσωπον λαμβάνειν or βλέπειν, and also προσωποληψία, 
are entirely Hebraistic in their origin ; the classic writers never employ 
them. The apostle here explicitly declares, that there is no difference 
in regard to the application of the general principle which he had laid 
down, the Jew as well as the Greek being the proper subject of it. 
The γάρ at the beginning of the verse is yap confirmantis. 

(12) A confirmation or explanation of what he had said in the pre- 
ceding verse; for if God judges every man according to the advantages 
which he has enjoyed, then there is no partiality in his proceedings ; 
and that he does, the present verse explicitly declares. 

Ὅσοι yap .... ἀπολοῦνται, since as many as have sinned without 
a revelation, shall perish without a revelation. Νόμος, like the Hebrew 
TTF , often means the Scriptures, the revealed law ; Σ 8.8: Matt. xii. 5. 
xxii. 36. Luke x. 26. John viii. 5,17. 1 Cor. xiv. 21. Gal. iii. 10. 
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Matt. v.18. Luke xvi. 17. John vii. 49, et alibi. Here most plainly 
it means the revealed law, revelation, or the Scriptures ; for ver. 15 
asserts directly that the heathen were not destitute of all law, but only 
of an express revelation, The classical sense of ἀνόμως would be 
unlawfully, --- παρανόμως. But plainly this meaning is here out of 
question. 

"Ανόμως ἀπολοῦνται means, that when adjudged to be punished, they 
shall not be ttied by the precepts of a revealed law, with which they 
have never been acquainted ; but by the precepts of the law of nature, 
which were written on their own hearts ; see ver. 15. 

Καὶ ὅσοι -.« - κριθήσονται, and so many as have sinned under revela~ 
tion, will be condemned by revelation. Here νόμος is employed in the 
sense pointed out in the preceding paragraphs. "Ey véjy—with év 
conditionis, as we may call it; for ἐν is often put before nouns desig- 

the state, condition, or relation of persons or things; see 
Bretschn. Lex, ἐν, No.5. The sentiment is, that those who enjoyed 
the light of revelation (as the Jews had done), would be condemned by 
the same revelation, in case they had been transgressors. 

(18) This declaration is followed by another which is designed 
to illustrate and confirm it, and which is therefore introduced with 
another γάρ, (γάρ illustrantis et confirmantis). Οὐ ydp .. 4. δικαι- 
ωθήσονται, for not those who hear the law are just with God, but those 
who obey the law shall be justified ; i.e. not those to whom a revelation 
has been imparted, and who hear it read, are counted as righteous 
by their Maker and Judge, but those who obey the law shall be 
counted righteous. The apostle here speaks of οἱ ἀκροαταὶ τοῦ νόμου, 
because the Jews were accustomed to hear the Scriptures read in 
public; but many of them did not individually possess copies of the 
sacred volume which they could read. The sentiment is: ‘ Not 
those who merely enjoy the external privilege of a revelation have any 
just claim to divine approbation ; it is only those who obey the precepts 
of such a revelation, who have any ground to expect this.’ 

(14) To this sentiment the apostle seems to have anticipated that 
objections would be made. He goes on to solve them, or rather to 
prevent them by anticipation. He had said, that the doers of the law 
would be justified. It was natural for the Jew to reply and say : ‘The 
Gentiles have no revelation; and therefore this statement cannot be 
applied to them, or this supposition cannot be made in relation to 
them.’ The answer to this is, that the Gentiles have a Jaw as really 
and traly as the Jews; although it is not written on parchment, but on 
the tablets of their hearts. Flatt refers vs. 14, 15 back to ver, 12, and 
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thinks that ὅταν γὰρ, x.r.A. in ver. 14 stands as co-ordinate with ob yap, 
x.7.A. in ver. 18." But Tholuck and Turretin construe the ὅταν yap, 
x.7.A. as I have done. . 

An objection to this has often been made, viz. that in this way we 
may represent the apostle as affirming, that there were some of the 
heathen who did so obey the law as to be just before God. But this is 
a mistake. The apostle no more represents the heathen as actually 
attaining to this justification here, than he represents the Jew as attain- 
ing to itin ver. 13. Surely he does not mean to say in ver. 13, that there 
are any Jews who are actually ποιηταὶ τοῦ νόμου in the sense which he 
attaches to this phrase ; compare chap. iii. 19, 20, 23, 27, 30, 31. 
He is merely illustrating a principle, in both cases. The Jew expected 
justification on account of his external advantages. ‘No,’ says the 
the apostle, ‘this is impossible; nothing but entire obedience to the 
divine law will procure justification for you, so long as you stand merely 
on your own ground. And here the heathen may make the like 
claims. If you say that a heathen man has no law, because he has 
no revelation ; still I must insist that he is in as good a condition to 
attain justification, as you Jews are; for although he has no Scrip- 
ture, (and in this respect, no law), yet he has an infernal revelation 
inscribed on his heart, which is a rule of life to him, and which, if 
perfectly obeyed, would confer justification on him, as well and as truly 
as entire obedience to the written law could confer it upon you. The 
principle is the same in both cases. You can claim no preeminence in 
this respect.’ 

It is plain, then, that the apostle is only laying down or illustrating 
a principle here, nor relating a historical fact; and this being duly 
apprehended, all difficulty about the sentiment of the passage is 
removed. Certainly there is no more difficulty in ver. 14, than must 
arise in regard to the ποιηταὶ τοῦ νόμον of ver. 18. The writer means 
to say neither more nor less, than that the Gentiles may have the same 
kind of claims to be justified before God as the Jews, (which of course 
has an important bearing on ver. 11); but, as the sequel shews most 
fully, neither Jew nor Gentile has any claim at all, since both have 
violated the law under which they have lived. 

dice .... roy, do in their natural state such things as revelation 
requires. Φύσις, in a classical sense, means the nature or natural 
state of a thing, the natural condition of any thing; just in the same 
way as we use the word nature, in our own language; e.g. the Greeks 
said, ὁ κατὰ φύσιν θάνατος, natural death; ὁ κατὰ φύσιν πατήρ, natural 
father ; φύσιν ἔχει γένεσθαι, it naturally happens, &c. In the verse- 
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before us, φύσει is equivalent to τὰ μὴ νόμον ἔχοντα" i.e. it means 
those who were acquainted with only the precepts of natural religion, 
and were destitute of a special revelation. In respect to the Dative 
case (φύσει), it is the common method to which the Grecks have 
recourse, in order to express the state or condition of any thing; i.e. 
Dativus conditionis. 

Οὗτοι « «ον εἶσι νόμος, these having no law, are a law unto them- 
selves. The construction is changed, when οὗτοι (masc. gender) is 
employed ; which is constructio ad sensum, ἄνθρωποι being understood. 
What is meant by ἑαυτοῖς εἰσι νόμος, is explained in the following 
verse. 

(15) Οἵἴξινες.. «.. αὑτῶν, who shew that the work which the law 
requires, is written upon their hearts. Οἵτινες refers to the Gentiles.— 
Τὸ ἔργον τοῦ νόμου, the work or duty of the law, i.e. which the law 
demands. So, plainly, this much controverted passage should be 
rendered, if we compare it with other phrases of the like tenor; e.g. 
1 Thess. i. 8, ἔργου τῆς πίστεως, work such as faith demands ; 2 Thess. 
i ΤΊ, ἔργον πίστεως, such work as faith requires; John vi. 28, 
“What shall we do that we may perform τὰ ἔργα τοῦ θεοῦ, such 
works as God requires; to which the answer is (ver. 29), rd ἔργον τοῦ 
θεοῦ, the work which God requires, is, that ye should believe, &c. ; 
John ix.4, τὰ ἔργα τοῦ πέμψαντός με, works enjoined by him who 
sent me; 2 Tim. iv. 5, ἔργον εὐαγγελιστοῦ, duly which the evangelical 
office demands ; et sic alibi. With these plain cases of usage before 
us, there is no need of endeavouring to prove, (with Palairet, Wolf, 
Schleusner, and others), that ἔργον is here merely periphrastic, i.e. 
that ἔργον τοῦ νόμου means the same as νόμος. That such a usus 
loquendi is not unknown to the Greeks, may indeed be shewn; 
e.g. τὸ τῆς φιλοσοφίας ἔργον, Evol φασιν, ἀπὸ βαρβάρων ἄρξαι, 
philosophy (some say) took its rise from barbarians. The periphrastic 
use of χρῆμα and πράγμα, in this way, is well known, But it is 
wholly unnecessary to have resort to this, when the expression ἔργον 
γόμου can be so easily explained without it. It means plainly, such 
work or duty as the law requires. 

‘This, i.e. precept enjoining this, is written on the hearts or minds 
of the Gentiles. Γραπτόν is of course to be understood figuratively ; 
and the idea conveyed by the whole expression is, that the great 
precepts of moral duty are deeply impressed on our moral nature, and 
co-exist with it, even when it is unenlightened by special revelation.— 
Καρδία, like the Hebrew 24, very often stands for mind as well as 
heart. Ῥραπτὸν ἐν ταῖς καρδίαις is used as the antithesis of γραπτὸν 
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ἐν πλαξὶ λιθίναις, which characterized the revealed law of Moses; 
2 Cor. iii. 3. 

What was meant by the expression just considered, the apostle 
goes on to shew, by adding two epexegetical clauses. Συμμαρτυρούσης 
αὐτῶν τῆς συνειδήσεως, their conscience bearing witness, viz. τῷ αὑτῷ, 
to it, to the same ἔργον νόμου. That is, the evidence that what the 
law of God requires is inscribed on the minds of the heathen, is the 
testimony of their consciences to such moral precepts. Some under- 
stand συμμαρτυρούσης as meaning, that the conscience bears testimony 
in conjunction with the heart or mind. But I apprehend this not to 
be the meaning of Paul. Compound verbs, like cuppaprupéw, not 
unfrequently have the same sense as the simple forms. So in 
respect to συμμαρτυρέω, an undoubted instance of such usage occurs 
in Rom. ix. 1. And in our text, written in their hearts or minds is 
explained by adding, the conscience bearing testimony, viz. to the 
precepts in question. This is the evidence that these precepts are 
engraved upon the minds of natural men. The apostle does not mean 
to say, that there are two testimonies, one of the mind, and another of 
the conscience ; but that the conscience testifies to the fact which he 
had alleged in regard to the mind. 

The apostle now adds a second confirmation of the fact, that the 
demands of the moral law are inscribed on the heart of men in a state 
of nature; viz. καὶ μεταξὺ... .. ἀπολογουμένων, their thoughts alternately 
accusing or excusing them. Μεταξὺ ἀλλήλων, between each other, at 
mutual intervals, alternately, 1. e. in succession, first one kind of 
thoughts, i.e. approbation; then another kind, i.e. disapprobation.— 
Λογισμός means ratiocination, judgment, reflection. It designates a 
more deliberate act of the mind than a mere ἐνθύμημα or ἐνθύμησις.---- 
Karnyopourrwy, accusing, in case the actions were bad; ἀπολογουμένων, 
defending, in case they were good. After each of these participles, 
ἑαυτούς or ἄνθρωπον is implied. 

The meaning of this clause is not, as has frequently been supposed, 
that one man blames or applauds another, or that men mutually 
blame and applaud one another, (although the fact itself is true); 
but that in the thoughts or judgment of the same individual, approba- 
tion or condemnation exists, according to the tenor of the actions 
which pass in review before him. Thus the voice of conscience, 
which proceeds from a moral feeling of dislike or approbation, and the 
judgment of the mind when it examines the nature of actions, unite in 
testifying, that what the moral law of God requires, is impressed in 
some good measure on the hearts even of the heathen. 
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Those commit a great mistake, then, who deny that men can 
have any sense of moral duty or obligation, without a knowledge of 
the Scriptures. The apostle’s argument, in order to convince the 
Gentiles of sin, rests on a basis entirely different from this. And if 
it be alleged, that in this way the necessity of a revelation is super- 
seded; I answer, not at all, The knowledge of some points of moral 
duty, or the power to acquire such knowledge, is one thing; a 
disposition to obey the precepts of natural religion, is another. The 
latter can be affirmed of few indeed, among the heathen of any age or 
nation. Again; faculties adapted to discover the path of duty, are 
one thing; the use of them so as effectually to do this, is another. 
The former the apostle asserts; the latter he denies. And justly; 
for after all, what have the heathen done and said, which renders the 
gospel in any measure unnecessary? Little indeed; in some respects 
‘we may say: Nothing. What authority had their precepts over them ? 
And how was it with them as to doubts and difficulties about some 
of the plainest principles of morality? ‘Their minds were blinded 
by their passions. Hence the voice within them was not listened 
to; but this does not prove that God left himself without sufficient 
witness among them. The apostle most plainly and fully asserts that 
he did not. 

(16) Ἔν ἡμέρᾳ s+. ἀνθρώπων, in the day when God shall judge 
the secret things of men. But with what must we connect ἐν ἡμέρᾳ ἵ 
Most commentators have said: ‘ With κριθήσονται in ver. 12, making 
ys. 13, 14,15, a parenthesis.’ 80. Grotius, Limborch, Wolf, Knapp, 
Griesbach, Winer, and others. This would then compare, as to 
construction, with Rom. i, 2—6, y.18—18, and many other passages 
in Paul's epistles, 

Others, as Beza and Heumann, join ἐν ἡμέρᾳ with δικαιωθήσονται at 
the end of ver. 13, and make vs. 14, 15, a parenthesis. 

Bengel and Chr. Schmidt join ἐν ἡμέρᾳ with ἐνδείκνυνται in ver. 15, 
making the sentiment to be, that in the day of judgment it will appear 
manifest to all, that men’s consciences have testified in favour of the 
law of God, &e. 

‘Somewhat different in sense from this, is the exegesis of Jerome, 
‘Theodoret, Chrysostom, Theophylact, Ccumenius, Calvin, Erasmus, 
and others; viz. that ἐν ἡμέρᾳ stands connected immediately with the 
participles κατηγορούντων and ἀπολογουμένων" which makes the passage 
to mean, that in the judgment day, the consciences of the heathen will 
aceuse them of all that Paul has charged upon them. Several of 
these commentators, however, think that Paul means only to say, that 
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a fortiori their consciences will then accuse them; without meaning to 
say, that they do not accuse them in the present life. 

To this last interpretation Tholuck seems to accede. But I 
cannot accord with this exegesis, because the object of the writer, m 
vs. 13—15, seems plainly to be merely a justification or confirmation 
of what he had said in ver. 12, viz. that the heathen who had πο 
revelation, still had a law which they were bound to obey, and by 
which they must be judged. How does Paul establish this? By 
an appeal to the fact that they have a conscience or a moral sense, 
and that they pass judgment of a moral nature upon their own actions. 
To say that this conscience and moral sense will be developed at the 
judgment-day, is saying what is not sufficiently apposite to his purpose. 
At the judgment-day, the heathen will be tried by what? By the 
law under which they were placed, and under which they acted, in the 
present life. What was this law? That of conscience or moral 
sense. Then the accusing and excusing, which are appealed to as 
evidence of this moral sense, are exercised in the present world; i.e. 
its exercise here must of course be appealed to in order to sustain the 
apostle’s argument, by which he designs to establish their present guilt. 

For these reasons I must accede to the prevailing opinion among 
critics, viz. that ἐν ἡμέρᾳ is either to be joined with κριθήσονται in 
ver. 12, and that vs. 13—-15 are a parenthetic explanation or con- 
firmation of ver. 12; or (which I think preferable) make vs. 12—15 
parenthetic, and unite ver. 16, ἐν ἡμέρᾳ, x.r.d., with ver. 11. 

Ta κρνπτά augments the force of the affirmation: ‘ God will not 
only bring into judgment the external actions of men, but all their 
secret thoughts, desires, and affections.’ Tholuck understands it as 
referring to the secret judgment of the mind or conscience, mentioned 
in the preceding verse, and makes the sense to be, that God will bring 
into open judgment, all the secret judgments of the mind. But does 
this accord with the nature of the case? It is not the moral judgment 
of the mind, when it accords with the decisions of the divine law 
(as is here supposed), which the apostle means to represent as judged 
by God; for these are not matters of punishment, when they are 
correct ; but it is the secret wickedness of men, as well as their open 
vices, that will make the final judgment a time of awful terror. That 
such a view of the subject is here intended, seems to me quite plain ; 
and so Turretin, Flatt, and most others. To the very same purpose 
Paul speaks in 1 Cor. iv. 5, where he represents the day of judgment 
as the time, when God will bring to light ra κρυπτὰ τοῦ exorovc.... 
καὶ τὰς βονλὰς τῶν καρδίων. 
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Κατὰ τὸ εὐαγγέλεόν μον, according to the gospel which I preach ; 
compare 2 Tim. ii. 8. 1 Cor. xv. 1. Some have understood this of a 
written gospel of the apostle; but without any good critical or historical 
evidence. 

Aca Ἰησοῦ Χριστοῦ, by Jesus Christ. Compare Acts xvii, $1, John v. 
27, 22. xvii. 2. Acts x. 42. 

By affirming that God will judge τὰ κρυπτὰ according to his gospel, 
Paul to intimate, that a judgment-day is not plainly revealed 
by the light of nature ; or at least, that the extent of the sentence which 
will be passed at that time, is not understood by the heathen. Notions 
of reward and punishment, in some form or other, belong to almost all 
the systems of heathenism; but such explicit views of a judgment-day 
as the gospel gives, are no where else to. be found. 

As the secrets of all hearts are to be revealed and judged, in the great 
day of trial, what but Omniscience is capable of passing sentence? To 
God alone is ascribed the power and prerogative of searching the heart ; 
see 1 Sam. xvi. 7. 1 Chron. xxviii. 9. xxix.17. Ps. vii. 9. Jer. xi, 20. 
xvii. 10. Rom. viii. 27. To Christ the same power is ascribed in 
Acts i, 24. Rev. ii. 23, besides the present passage. How can the 
Supreme Judge of all the human race: be less than omniscient? How 
can he do full and impartial justice, with any knowledge short of 
omniscience ? 

(17) The attentive reader cannot help observing the skill and address, 
which Paul exhibits in this chapter. His object is, to shew that his 
kinsmen the Jews are equally guilty with the Gentiles, or even more 
s0; and consequently that salvation by grace is the only salvation 
which is possible for them. But knowing the proud and selfish feelings 
which the Jews possessed, in regard to this subject, he does not assail 
them at once, but gradually, and with great address. In vs. 1—8 of 
the present chapter, he discusses the subject on general grounds, bring- 
ing forward considerations applicable either to Jew or Gentile, but not 
once naming either. In vs. 9—16 he makes the application of these 
considerations to both, and shews why both are to be considered as 
transgressors of the divine law, the one having sinned against the reve- 
lation contained in the Scriptures, the other against that which the book 
of nature discloses. 

But he has not yet done with the subject. Guilt is proportioned to 
light and love abused. He ventures therefore, in the next place, to 
prefer a heavier charge against the Jews, than he had done against the 
Gentiles. He takes them on their own ground; admitting, for the sake 
of argument, all the claims to preeminence which they were accustomed 
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to advance; and then he shews that these only increase their guilt so 
much the more, in case of disobedience. 

Ei d&.... ἐπονομάζῃ, if now thou art surnamed Jew, The reading 
ἰδέ, (from which comes our English version behold), is found in very 
few manuscripts, and is of no good authority. The only difficulty with 
ei δέ is, that it makes a πρότασις, to which there seems, at first view, 
to be no corresponding ἀπόδοσις. However, this is not in reality the 
case; for vs. 21 seq. make in substance an apodosis. The relation 
between the two parts stands thus: ‘ If now thou art called a Jew, &c., 
i, e. if thou dost in fact enjoy a high preeminence as to privileges, .... 
still thou dost transgress the very law which thou teachest, and of which 
thou dost make thy boast.’ 

Ἰουδαῖος, a name of honour, much coveted by the Jews; comp. 
Gal. ii. 15. Phil. iii. 5. Rev. ii. 9.—Ezxovoyaly, more formal and 
solemn than ὀνομάζῃ. It is appropriate also; inasmuch as "Iovéatoc 
is a surname, which may be added to the individual name of every 
Hebrew. 

‘Exavaraiy τῶ νόμῳ, thou restest upon the law, or thow leanest 
upon the law. ’Exavarabw corresponds to the Hebrew 722, to lean 
upon, to restore, to prop up one's self by; see in the Sept. 2 Kings vii. 
2, 17, ἐπανεπαύετο τῇ χειρὶ αὐτοῦ. This verb is also used in the sense 
of adhering to; see 1 Macc. viii. 12. Either meaning gives a good 
sense in the verse before us. I prefer the first, as being the more 
usual sense of the word, and altogether apposite. The Jew leaned upon 
the law, as defending his claims to precedence and to acceptance with 
God.—Nopy of course means here the Mosaic law, or the Jewish 
Scriptures. 

Kai.... θεῷ, and gloriest in God; i. e. dost claim to thyself honour 
or glory, because Jehovah, the only living and true God, is thy God; 
compare Deut. iv. 7. Ps. cxlvii. 19, 20. 28am. vii. 23. It was on this 
account, that the Jew felt himself so far elevated above the Gentile, that 
he disdained all comparison with him. As to the construction of 
καυχᾶσαι with ἐν and the Dative case, see Wahl on the word. 

(18) Kal .... διαφέροντα, and art acquainted with [his] will, and 
canst distinguish things that differ. Τινώσκεις, knowest, art acquainted 
with, designates what the Jews were accustomed to say of themselves ; 
or if viewed simply as a declaration of the apostle, the meaning is : ‘ Thou 
hast the means of knowing, thou art instructed in.’ To θέλημα, his will ; 
where almost all the commentators say that αὐτοῦ or τοῦ θεοῦ is to be 
supplied after θέλημα. But this is unnecessary; for, as is well known, 
the article frequently has the sense of a pronoun; see Middleton on the 
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Greek Article, Chap. 1. § 8. E..g. Acts xvii. 28, τοῦ γὰρ γένος ἐσμεν, 
for we are wis γένος. 

Δοκεμάζεις may mean, either to distinguish, or to approve ; the word 
having both these meanings in the New Testament and in the classics. 
So διαφέροντα may mean, things that differ, or things that excel; the 
stus loquendi in both senses being equally certain. Tholuck explains 
the phrase as meaning: ‘Thou approvest the things which are excel- 
lent.’ I prefer the other sense, because the idea of knowledge or in- 
struction is the one here intended to be urged; as is plain from the 
sequel. Such being the case, to distinguish things that differ is more 
characteristic of this, than the other rendering, and therefore more 
rae Things that differ, are virtue and vice, i.e. lawful and 

unlawful, praiseworthy and base things. 

Κατηχούμενος ἐξ τοῦ νόμου, being instructed by the law; i.e. being 
taught or enlightened by the Scriptures. 

(19) Dérobic re. ... σκύτει, and thou art confident that thou thyself 
art a guide of the blind, a light to those who are in darkness. This is 
figurative language, designed to shew, in a strong light, the claims to 
superiority over the Gentiles, which were made by the Jews. 4 guide 
t@ the blind signifies one who is an instructor by means of superior 
knowledge; i.e. an instructor of those who are in a state of gross 
ignorance, viz. the Gentiles; see Matt. xv. 14. --Φῶς τῶν ἐν σκότει, 
the same idea by the use of another figure. Compare Isaiah xlix. 6. 
Luke ii, 32. Johni. 8,9, 4, 5, respecting the signification of the 
word light. Σκύτος here, as often elsewhere, designates a state of 


(20) Παιδευτὴν..... νηπίων, an instructor of the ignorant, a teacher 
of little children. “Agpwy means one who has not mental skill or consi~ 
deration; secondarily, an ignorant person—Nnyziwy of course here 
means, children of such an age as that they may receive instruction. 
LT have therefore rendered it little children, in preference to babes, which 
naturally designates those not sufficiently mature for instruction. 

“Exovra .... ἐν τῷ νόμῳ, having the delineation of true knowledge in 
the Scriptures. Μόρφωσιν may be used in a bad or good sense. In a 
bad sense it occurs in 2 Tim. iii. 5, where the form (μόρφωσιν) of godli- 
ness is opposed to the power of it; i.e. hypocritical pretences to piety 
are opposed to the real exercise of it. But the verb μορφόω is used in 
ἃ good sense, in Gal. iv. 19, ‘ until Christ μορφωθῇ be formed in γον." 
The synonyme of μόρφωσις, viz. ὑποτύπωσις, is used in a good sense 
2 Tim. i. 13, ‘hold fast ὑποτύπωσις of sound doctrine,’ ἅς. Μόρφωσις 
means form, external appearance ; also delineation, sketch, i.e. imitated 
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form. I understand it in the good sense, i.e. as meaning delineation, 
in our verse, because the apostle is enumerating the supposed, or rather 
the acknowledged, advantages of the Jews. One of these was, that true 
knowledge (in distinction from the philosophy falsely ‘so called of the 
Greeks) was in their possession, or at least in their power. 

. Τῆς γνώσεως καὶ τῆς ἀληθείας, of true knowledge ; a Hendiadys, in 
which the latter noun qualifies the former. The meaning of the whole 
is: ‘ Est tibi vera sapientia in lege adumbrata.’ 

(21) Ὁ οὖν. ... διδάσκεις ; dost thou, then, who teachest others, not 
instruct thyself? This forms the apodosis to the protasis which com- 
menced with εἰ δέ in ver. 17. Argumentum ad hominem; for it is as 
much as to say: ‘Thou pridest thyself in thy superior knowledge, 
and requirest all others to sit at thy feet in the humble capacity of 
learners; making these lofty professions, art thou thyself ignorant of 
what thou professest to know?’ The apostle implies by this, that 
many of the Jews were criminally ignorant. 

Ὁ κηρύσσων .. .. κλέπτεις ; thou who proclaimest that [men] must rot 
steal, dost thou steal? Dost thou practise the very vice, against which 
thou dost so loudly protest ? 

(22) Ὁ λέγων .... μοιχεύεις ; thou who forbiddest to commit adultery, 
dost thou commit adultery? A crime very common among the Jews; 
for even the Talmud accuses some of the most celebrated Rabbies of 
this vice. 

Ὃ βδελυσσόμενος .... ἱεροσυλεῖς ; dost thou who abhorrest idols, 
commit robbery in sacred things? Since the Babylonish captivity, the 
Jews have always expressed the greatest abhorrence of idolatry. But 
still, the real criminality of idolatry consists in taking from the only 
living and true God that which belongs to him, and bestowing it upon 
something which is worthless and vain. Now the Jews, who were 
prone to keep back tithes and offerings (Mal. i. 8, 12, 18, 14. iii. 10. 
Mark vii. 11), by so doing robbed God of that which was due to him, 
notwithstanding they professed a great abhorrence of this. I appre- 
hend, however, that the word ἱεροσνλεῖς is here used in a wider extent 
than this interpretation simply considered would imply; viz. in the 
latitude of designating every kind of act which denies to God his sove- 
reign honours and claims. 

The exegesis of this word, which assigns to it a literal sense, viz. 
that of committing sacrilege, i.e. of robbing the temples of idols, and 
converting their riches to individual use, (contrary to the precept in 
Deut. vii. 25), is wanting in respect to an historical basis for its support. 
When and where were the Jews accustomed to act in this manner ? 
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Yet Chrysostom, Theophylact, Le Clerc, Koppe, and others, have de- 
fended this interpretation. 

(23) Ὃς ἐν... «. ἀτιμάζεις ; thou, who gloriest in the law, by the trans- 
gression of the law dost thou dishonour God? For the construction of 
καυχᾶσαιε ἐν νόμῳ, see on ver.17. As God was the author of the law, 
or supreme legislator, so the transgression of it was a dishonouring of 
him, a contemning or setting light by his authority. For the form of 
καυχᾶσαι (second pers. sing. pres. middle voice), see Buttmann’s 
Gramm. § 98, III. 1. 2. Winer’s N. Test. Gramm. ὃ 13. 2.0; and 
comp. in Matt. νυ. 36. viii. 2. Mark i. 40. ix, 22, Luke xvi. 25. 
1 Cor. iv. 7, Rom. xi. 18, the like forms. The ending -doae for the 
second person singular, is the ancient one, out of which the usual 
ending is made by contraction and dropping the σ. 

(24) Tdyap....yéyparrar, for the name of God is blasphemed by 
you, or on your account, among the Gentiles ; as it is written. Tap con- 
Sfirmantis. — At ὑμᾶς may mean, by you as authors or agents; like ζῶ 
διὰ τὸν πατέρα, vivo, Patre vite mee auctore, John vi. $7. So ζήσεται 
δὲ ἐμέ, ibid., et sic alibi; see Bretschn, Lex. διά, II. 1, Ae ὑμᾶς may 
also mean, on your account, i.e. you being the cause or ground of the 
blasphemy in question. The latter would, at first, seem to be the most 
probable meaning here ; and this accords with the general usage of διά" 
yet the apostle appears to have had in his mind Ezek. xxxvi. 23, where 
the charge is made against the Jews themselves, of profaning God's 
name among the Gentiles, The passage in Is. lii, 5, does not seem 
apposite, (although this is usually referred to as the one which is here 
quoted); for in this last passage, the Jews are not represented as 
criminal ; it is the heathen who blaspheme the name of Jehovah, (so 
Tunderstand YS2 ‘9% ὈΡΙΤΓὉΞ PN), because he permitted the 
Jews to be led away captive. On the contrary, in Ezek. xxxvi. 23, the 
Jews themselves are guilty of the crime alleged. And the like sense is 
demanded in the verse before us. 

As to ἐν τοῖς ἔθνεσι, it is merely circumstantial. It appears to be 
cited here, because it stands connected in the original Hebrew with the 
test of the sentiment. The fact that the Jews themselves dishonour 
the name of God, is that which the apostle means to declare; not 
where they do so, nor whom they may occasion to do so. The 
apostle does not cite the passage in order to prove (in the proper sense 
of this word) the allegation which he had made; but merely to illus- 
trate and confirm it. It is as much as to say: ‘I bring no new charge 
against you; the same thing in substance was said, long ago, by one of 
your own prophets.’ 
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(25) Ieperopy....paconc, circumcision indeed is profitable, if thon 
dost obey the law. Mev here belongs to the protasis; the apodosis of 
which commences with ἐὰν cé. Of yap we may say, Orationi con- 
tinuande tnservit ; but here the formula μὲν yap is concessive as well as 
continuative ; it is as much as to say, ‘ I grant, indeed, that there is 
some truth in what you allege, viz. that circumcision is of advantage, 
or is a privilege.’ Περιτομή, circumcision, includes the idea of being a 
member of the Jewish commonwealth, and entitled to all the external 
privileges of the same. The sign here stands for the thing signified. 
‘ I grant,’ says the apostle, ‘ that the privileges attached to being a Jew 
are important, provided any one obeys the law by which the Jews are 
bound, so that he thereby becomes entitled to the blessings promised 
only to the obedient.’ 

Ἐὰν cé.... γένονεν, but tf thou becomest a transgressor of the law, 
thy circumcision becomes uncircumcision ; 1.6. if thou dost not obey the 
law, then the privileges to which thou art entitled as a Jew, will not 
save thee; thou wilt not be considered or treated as any better than 
an uncircumcised person, i.e. a Gentile or heathen man. In a word, 
not external privileges or pre-eminence, in themselves considered, 
but the use which is made of them, entitles any one to divine appro- 
bation or favour. 

How much the Jews attributed to circumcision, is strikingly illus- 
trated in a passage of the Talmud (Shemoth Rabba, sect. 19. fol. 118): 
‘‘ Said Rabbi Berachias, When heretical, apostate, and impious Jews 
say, ‘We cannot go down to hell because we are circumcised τ᾿ 
what does the blessed God dof He sends his angel, et preputia 
eorum attrahit, ut ipsi preputiati [uncircumcised] in infernum de- 
scendant.” 

(26) "Edy οὖν. ... φυλάσσῃ, if then the uncircumcised keep the 
precepts of the law. ᾿Ακροβυστία, abstract for concrete, as exhibited in 
the translation.— Accawypara, precepts, mMawn 

Ovyi ἡ . . . . λογισθήσεται, shall not his uncircumcision be counted for 
circumcision ? That is, shall not he, in a heathen state, be accepted 
as readily as a Jew who obeys in a state of circumcision? In other 
words: Neither circumcision, nor the want of it, determines our 
deserts in the view of our Maker and Judge; but a spirit of filia 
obedience. ‘‘ If ye love me, ye will keep my commandments.”—Eie 
περιτομήν is after the Hebrew analogy, which puts Ὁ before a noun 
designating that into wit another thing has been changed, or which 

has become, e. 2 Onn, be men, 1 Sam. iv. 9; ‘ Jehovah 
made the rib oe aaa a woman, Gen. ii, 22. 


ROMANS II. 27, 28. 135 


(27) Καὶ κρινεῖ... τελοῦσα, yea, he who keeps the law in his 
natural uncircumcised state, shall condemn, Kai affirmantis, "Ex 
φύσεως coming between the article and its following noun, takes of 
course the place of an adjective. Φύσις plainly means here, what we 
call @ state of nature, in distinction from a state in which a revelation 
is enjoyed. The apostle states here, and in the preceding verse, a 
principle for illustration merely; he does not aver, that what he 
describes is matter of historical fact ; for this would contradict the 
whole tenor and object of his reasoning in general, which is to shew 
that all men without exception have sinned, and therefore that all with- 
out exception must be saved by grace through faith in Christ, and can 
be saved only in this way. The efforts to prove from such passages 
as the present, that there have been heathen who kept the whole law of 
God, are surely fruitless. The main argument of the apostle himself 
falls to the ground, if this be once admitted. It seems quite plain, 
that the whole is merely a supposed case; supposed for the sake of 
‘illustrating a principle; and in the process of argumentation, nothing is 
more common than this. 

Σὲ roy... νόμου, [condemn] thee who art a transgressor of the 
law, although enlightened by the Scriptures, and a partaker of circum- 
cision. Διὰ γράμματος καὶ περιτομῆς, here coming between the 
article τόν and its corresponding noun παραβάτην, evidently perform 
the office of adjectives qualifying παραβάτην. The διά here is διά 
conditionis vel statis, if I may so speak. διά is not unfrequently 
placed before nouns which designate state or condition ; e.g. Rom. 
iy. 11, those who believe δι᾿ ἀκροβυστίας, in an uncircumcised state ; 
2 Cor, ii. 4, I have written this διὰ πολλῶν δακρύων, in a state of much 
weeping ; 2 Cor. v. 10, that every one may receive τὰ διὰ τοῦ σώματος, 
[according to] the things done in a bodily state ; Heb. ix. 12. 2 Pet. 
i. 3. 1John v. 6; see Bretschn. Lex. διά, 1. 2. ¢. The idea in- 
tended to be conveyed ‘by the apostle, is quite plain; viz. ‘If a 
Gentile should do what the law requires, would not this shew that you 
are worthy of condemnation who transgress the law, although you 
enjoy the light of revelation and the privileges which a state of cireum- 
cision confers ?” 

(28) Οὐ yap... ἔστιν, for he is not a Jew, who is one externally ; 
i.e. he who is descended from Abraham, is circumcised, and enjoys the 
privileges of a written revelation, is not a Jew in the important and 
spiritual sense of this word; he is merely an external (not an internal) 
Jew. The grammatical construction completed without any ellipsis, 
would be, ὁ ἐν τῷ φανερῷ [Ἰουδαῖος], οὐκ Ἰουδαῖός ἐστιν. 
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Οὐδὲ ἡ év....weptrouh, nor is that which ts external, [merely] 

in the flesh, circumcision; i.e. that is not circumcision in its high 
and true sense, which is merely external, which pertains merely to 
the flesh. The sentence filled out would read thus: οὐδὲ ἡ ἐν τῷ 
φανερῷ ἱπεριτομὴ], ἐν σαρκὶ [περιτομὴ], περιτομή [gore], i.e. true 
περιτομή. 
. (29) 'AAN’ ὁ ἐν... ᾿Ιουδαῖος, but he who is a Jew in the hidden 
part, i.e. who is spiritually or internally a Jew, such an one only 
deserves the appellation ᾿Ιονδαῖος. The clause filled out would stand 
thus: ἀλλ᾽ ὁ ἐν τῷ κρυπτῷ Ἰουδαῖος, [ Ἰουδαῖός ἐστιν}; which latter 
clause the mind of the writer supplied from the first part of ver. 28. 

Kal περιτομὴ .... γράμματι, and the circumcision of the heart, a 
spiritual not a literal one, (is the true circumcision.] There is the same 
ellipsis here, as in the preceding clause, περιτομή ἐστιν being understood 
after ob γράμματι. The words πνεύματι ob γράμματι, C&cumenius, 
Grotius, and most interpreters construe as referring to the Holy Spirit 
and to the precepts of the law; i.e. circumcision of the heart wrought 
by the operation of the Holy Spirit, not by following merely the literal 
precepts of the law. The sense is good, and the doctrine true; but I 
apprehend that the writer here uses πνεύματι and γράμματι merely as 
adjectives or adverbs to characterize more graphically the περιτομὴ καρδίας 
which he had just mentioned. 

Οὗ ὁ ἕπαινος .... θεοῦ, whose praise is not of men, but of God; that 
is, the praise of the Jew, who is truly a Jew after the hidden or internal 
man, is not of men, but of God. ‘‘ Man looketh on the outward appear- 
ance, but God looketh on the heart.” The Jews considered it as a 
great privilege and a ground of high preeminence over others, that 
they were descended from Abraham, were circumcised, and were 
entrusted with the Scriptures. ‘ All this,’ says the apostle, ‘ does not 
entitle them, in the least degree, to the praise of God. The state of 
the heart, in the internal man, is what he considers; and this alone is 
of any real moral value in his sight.’ ‘ You,’ says he, ‘ who are nothing 
more than external Jews, are not Jews in the high and noble sense 
which will make you to be heirs of the grace of life or of the promises 
of God. You have, because of your external privileges, no pre- 
eminence over the heathen, on the score of moral accountability, All 
men, in regard to such an accountability, stand on a level; for each 
will be judged according to the law under which he acted; the Gentiles, 
by the law of nature ; the Jews, by revelation.’ 


CONTENTS OF ROM. III. 1—20, 137 


CHAP. III. 1—20. 


Nothing was more natural than for the Jew, who had conceived the most 
‘exalted notions of the advantages to which he was entitled from his external 
mivileges, to feel objections to such a representation of the apostle, as 

jews and Gentiles to a level in a moral respect. It was to be expected 

at the Jew would ἐὔδράον ask, (and so the apostle represents him as asking): 
then can Judaism be, provided you make a correct representa~ 

ver... To this the apostle replies in ver. 2, stating that the 
more light was conferred by such a privilege. But the Jew, not satisfied 
‘aclaim to preeminence of this kind, further inquires, how the apostle’s views 

‘be reconciled with God’s fidelity to the promises which he had made to the 
3. The apostle replies, that this fidelity must not for a moment be 
πο bur that we mat! sdopt'the sentiment of David'\(Ps. Ti. 4) 
to this, ver. 4. The Jew, still dissatisfied, urges further questions, by 

“If the sins of the Jewii 
it not unjust that h 
lies the apostle; for on the same ground 
to the truth, that God will judge the world, and of course punish the 
his justice will in this be displuyed in such ἃ way as to redound to his 
glory, ver. 6. Jew, still dissatisfied, asks : ‘If God's faithfulness becomes more 
i my unfaithfulness, why should I be condemned? ver. 7. To this 
ies, that he might just as well say: ‘ Let us do evil that good may 
‘come’ which in fact some did charge him with saying, but they deserved condemna- 
tion for so doing, ver. 8. 
ΝΠ pats, wees evident κε ‘How then have wo Jews any 
a over the Gentiles” ΤῸ which the apostle replies: You have none, 
in to the matter that Iam discussing. All are sinners. Your own Scrip- 
abundantly bear testimony that your nation are transgressors, as well as 
the heathen. Prophets of different ages have borne testimony to this point; and 
‘which conveys charges of the most aggravated nature, vs. 10—18 Now 
as what is thus said in the Scriptures was plainly said concerning the Jews, it 
‘that your own sacred books bear testimony to the same doctrine which I 
to be true. Consequently the whole world, Jews and Gentiles, are guilty 
Defore God, ver. 19, It follows from this, that salvation in any other way than by 
‘gratuitous pardon through Christ, is altogether impossible, ver. 20, 
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(1) ΤΙ οὖν... Ἰουδαῖου; what advantage then hath the Jew? or, 
what preeminence hath the Jew ?—Obv, then, is very often joined with 
τί in interrogatives. It signifies as much as to say: ‘ Allowing what 
you affirm, then how can this or that take place; or, how can it be 80 
or so?’ ὅτο.--- Περισσόν signifies that which exceeds or abounds, precedence, 
prestantia. Sentiment: ‘If what you say be true, then how is the 
Jew in any better condition than the Gentile, or what preeminence has 
he over him?" 

Ἢ ric... περιτομῆς, or what is the advantage of circumcision, or 
what is the use of circumcision? That is, if the Jew is subject to the 
same condemning sentence as the Gentile, of what use is the rite of 

K 
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circumcision, and the relation in which it places him to the people of 
God ? 

(2) Πολὺ .... τρόπον, much [advantage] ἐπ many respects, or in every 
respect. Rendered im this latter way, πάντα would refer of course to 
something in the preceding context; and every respect would mean, 
every one already touched upon, 6. g. in ii. 17--23. Literally inter- 
preted, πάντα must mean in all respects. But the real sense of the 
phrase here is better given by the translation, in various or many 
respects, tn a variety of ways. 

᾿ Πρῶτον μὲν yap.... θεοῦ, the principal one however, is, that they 
were entrusted with the oracles of God. Beza renders πρῶτον, prima- 
rium illud est quod. But Tholuck takes the μέν which follows πρῶτον, 
to be the μέν of a protasis, to which indeed no apodosis succeeds. He 
says, that ‘it agrees well with the fire of Paul’s mind, to regard him 
mee forgotten what was to follow, or to have considered the first 

sag here suggested as adequate to his purpose, without suggesting any 
more.’ But I must at least feel greater necessity than I see here, before 
I can adopt such a solution. Πρῶτον clearly means, in some cases, 
imprimis, maxime omnium, particularly, specially, most of all; 6. g. 
Matt. vi. 38. Luke xii. 1. 2 Pet. i. 20. iii. 8. 1 Tim. ii. 1. In these 
cases, it does not signify first in such a sense as implies a second in 
order, but first as most eminent, or as the most important thing; like 
the Hebrew MW, e.g Ova MUR, the most distinguished of 
nations, Numb. xxiv. 20. Amos vi. 6. —Tholuck further suggests, that 
μέν renders it probable that a protasis is here intended, although he 
does not think this decisive. And truly it is not decisive; for μέν is . 
not unfrequently used absolutely, i i. 6. without any δέ following, both in 
the classical writers and in the books of the New Testament ; . g 
Rom. xi. 18. 2 Cor. xii. 12. 1 Thess. ii. 18. Rom. vii. 12. x. I, 
where ‘‘ explicationi inservit ;” and so μὲν yap in Acts xxviii. 22. 
2 Cor. ix. 1. xi. 4. Heb. vi. 16. vii. 18; μὲν οὖν, Acts xxvi. 9. 
1 Cor. vi. 4, 7, et alibi. Μὲν γάρ, in cases such as those just cited, 
seems evidently designed to answer the place of the Latin quidem, 
equidem, i. 6. to give intensity to a declaration; and μέν may in such 
cases be called μέν intensivum, or μέν concessivum, viz. implying that 
what is asserted, is supposed to be conceded ; or at least that the speaker 
thinks it plainly ought to be conceded. 

So in the case before us, μὲν γάρ implies, that the principal 
advantage [πρῶτον] of the Jew, it must be conceded, lay in his supe- 
rior illumination on account of having the gift of a revelation be- 
stowed upon him. We may translate (ad sensum) thus: ‘The most 
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important advantage, as you must concede, is, that,’ &c.; or, ‘ The most 
important advantage, indeed, is,’ &c.; both having substantially the 
same sense. 

Ore. ..«« θεοῦ is not to be construed by tuking λόγια as a Nominative, 
for it is the Accusative after ἐπιστεύθησαν. It is a principle in the 
Greek language, that where a verb in its active voice governs the 
Accusative of a thing and the Dative of a person, the Accusative is 
retained after a verb of the passive voice. Such is the case with 
πιστεύω" see Luke xvi. 11. John ii. 24 ; compare for the passive voice, 
1 Cor. ix. 17. Gal. ii. 7. 1 Thess. ii. 4. 1 Tim. i. 11. Tit. i. 8. So 
frequently in the classics’; 566 Wahl's Lex. in verb. Winer’s N. Test. 
Gramm. § 40. 1. ed. 3d. 

Λόγια, oracles, like the 127 of the Hebrews, means any kind of 
divine response or communication, effatum divinum. 

In regard to the sentiment itself, it is as much as to say, a 
light and better spiritual advantages were bestowed upon the Je 
upon the Gentiles. Access to the Scriptures would give more light ; 
and in consequence of the state in which revelation placed them, to 
them were made the first offers of the gospel. 

(8) Τὸ γάρ; what then? The usual mode of asking questions, γάρ 
being very often joined with an interrogation. It seems to be γάρ 
intensioum, in most of such cases; as Acts xvi. 87, ab γάρ, not at all, 
2 Tim. ii. 7. Job vi. 8. Phil. i. 18. In the present case, γάρ seems 
to have a reference to what had been said in the preceding verse. The 
course of thought appears to be thus: * What then shall we say to this, 
siz. to that which I am now going to suggest?’ That is: ‘Allowing 
what you have said to be true, then if some of the Jews were unfaithful, 
as you intimate, would not this detract from the veracity of the divine 
promises ?” 

Ei ἠπίστησαν. «..- καταργήσει if some were unfaithful, will their 

s render void the faithfulness of God? Thats, if some of 
the Jews have apostatized, and are in no better condition than the heathen, 
‘how will this consist with the fidelity of God as’ to his promises made 
to the Jewish nation ?—Hriorncay is from ἀπιστέω" which comes again 
from ἄπιστος, unfaithful, (πιστός often means faithful). ᾿Απιστέω, 
therefore, means not to be ΠΙΣΤΟΣ, i. q. to be unfaithful, treacherous, &c. 
‘The meaning is: If the Jews disregarded, i.e. would not receive and 
obey, divine revelation, &c.—Iiorw, fidelity, faithfulness in keeping 
promises; compare Matt. xxiii, 23, and perhaps Gal. v. 22.1 Tim, i, 
5, 19. Rev. ii. 19. xiii. 10. 

Mi γένοιτο, hoc minime eveniat! Let not this be supposed ; ornotat all, 

κ2 
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by no means! Optative of γίνομαι joined with a negative. This should 
be included in ver. 4. The Hebrew movory corresponds to this. 

(4) Γινέσθω δὲ .... ψεύστης, but let God be accounted true, although 
every man be impeached of falsehood. ᾿Αληθής means veracious, faithful 
to his word or promise.—Yevornc is the opposite of ἀληθής. The 
meaning is: Let God be regarded as faithful, although all men should 
thereby be deemed guilty of unfaithfulness ; i.e. much more becoming 
and proper is it, that men should impute unfaithfulness to themselves, 
than to God. 

To confirm the pious sentiment which he had just uttered, the 
apostle appeals to an expression of David (Ps. li. 7), where, in signi- 
fying his penitence in view of his past transgressions, he says (Sept. 
Ps. 1. 4): “ Against thee only have I sinned, and done this evil in thy 
sight, ὅκως Gv .... κρίνεσθαί σε, so that thou mayest be justified when 
thow speakest, or in thy words (ΤΊ 13), and be clear when thou judgest 
or condemnest.” The Psalmist means to say, that as he had sinned in 
& grievous manner against God, so God is to be justified altogether, 
when he reproves him for his sin, and pronounces against it the 
sentence of condemnation. The like use would Paul make of the 
sentiment contained in these words. ‘Let us not,’ says he, ‘attempt 
to justify ourselves, when we are accused of being unfaithful; but let 
us justify God in all respects, when he condemns our conduct and 
vindicates his own.’ 

Ἐν τοῖς λόγοις cov means, when thou utterest reproof or condemnation ; 
i. 6. the connexion in which it stands, of necessity gives it such a turn. 
---Νικήσῃς, mightest overcome, Heb. T1235), mightest be pure, i. δ. mightest 
be adjudged to be pure, held to be guiltless or faultless. He who, in 
a judicial contest, was adjudged to be pure or guiltless, of course was 
the victor; and on this account the Septuagint νικήσῃς (adopted by the 
apostle) is a translation of the Hebrew ad sensum, although not ad verdum. 

‘Ev τῷ κρίνεσθαί σε, Flatt and others construe as being in the passice 
voice. But the sense does not require it; or rather, it does not seem 
to me to admit it. The Hebrew runs thus; yoows oe. PUT, 
when thou speakest .... when thou judgest. So κρίνομαι in the middle 
voice, means not only ¢o strive with, to implead, &c., but also to judge, 
prove, decide, condemn, &c.; see Passow, κρίνω, ὁ. 4-—6. There is no 
difficulty, therefore, in following the literal sense of the Hebrew, by 
rendering κρίνεσθαι as belonging to the middle voice. 

Sentiment : ‘Whenever God speaks by way of reproving or con- 
demning men, let him be accounted altogether just, and let him be fully 
vindicated.’ : 
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(5) ἘΣ δὲ... συνίστησι, but if our unrighteousness commend the 
righteousness of God. Aé “addit vim interrogationi, et usurpatur 
Presertim interrogatione repetita,” Bretschn. Lex. δέ, 3. ὁ. The 
of δέ is plainly adversative here. —'Aduia is here the generic 
appellation of sin, for which a specific name (ἀπιστία) was employed in 
ver. 3, and ψεῦσμα is used in ver. 7. In like manner, the δικαιοσύνη 
in ver. 5, which is a generic appellation, is expressed by a specific one 
(riers) in ver. 3, and by ἀλήθεια in ver. 7. The idea is substantially 
the same, which is designated by these respectively corresponding 
appellations, Fidelity, uprightness, integrity, are designated by πέστεν, 
δικαιοσύνην, and ἀλήθεια" while ἀπιστία, ἀδικία, and ψεύσματι, designate 
unfaithfulness, want of uprightness, and false dealing. All of these 
terms have more or less reference to the ΓΙ ΣΙ, covenant or compact (so 
to speak), which existed between God and his ancient people. But in 
the present verse, they are to be taken in a sense somewhat more 

'Διμαιοσύνην θεοῦ does not here mean, (as it does in most cases where 
it is used in this epistle), the justification which is of God; it designates 
the divine justice, as the context clearly shews. For here the apostle 
(or the objector) is speaking of that attribute of God, which is concerned 
with the judging and punishing of offenders, Of course, the retributive 
justice of God must be understood by δεκαιοσύνην θεοῦ. 

ἸΣυνίστησι, sets off to advantage, shews forth, renders conspicuous.— 
Ti ἐροῦμεν; what shall we say? That is, how can we persevere in 
maintaining, that the unbelieving part of the Jewish nation will be cast 
off, so long as even their very unbelief will be instrumental in setting 
off to more advantage, or in rendering more conspicuous, the retributive 
justice of God, and so of causing the more glory to his name? The 
equivalent of τί ἐροῦμεν, is common in the Rabbinic writings, where it 
runs thus: WY NPN ND, quid est dicendum? This is usually 
expressed by the abbreviation $y. 

Mi ἄδικος .... ὀργήν! is God unjust, who inflicts punishment? If 
the interrogation were here made by μὴ οὗ, is not, &c., the solution of 
the sentence would be easy. But μή corresponds to the Latin num, ne, 
and asks a question to which a negative answer is usually expected as a 
matter of course, The Attics employed it, however, with somewhat 
greater liberty, and in cases where a negative answer did not of course 
follow. On the contrary, ob is used in an interrogation, where an 
affirmative answer is of course expected. For an example of both 
cases : Μὴ δοκεῖ σοι τοῦτο εἶναι εὔηθες 3 Does this seem to you foolish ? 
‘Aus. No. Ob καὶ καλόν ἐστι τὸ ἀγαθόν; Is not a good thing something 
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excellent? Ans. Yes. We cannot translate, therefore, as Turretin 
and many others have done: Nonne injustus Deus, dum infert iram ? 
i. 6. is not God unjust? &c. This would indeed make the sentiment 
more easy and intelligible, when viewed as coming from the objector; 
for that it is to be attributed to him, appears from the sequel, car’ 
ἄνθρωπον λέγω. After all, however, nearly the same sentiment comes 
out of the passage in another way. The objector asks: Τί ἐροῦμεν ; If 
now we suppose him to continue his interrogation, as plainly he does, 
we may then fill up the ellipsis in the next clause thus: Μὴ [ἐροῦμεν 
ὅτι] ὁ θεὸς, x.r.A. The intimation is this: ‘Shall we say, then, as 
according to your suggestions we must necessarily be led to say, that 
God is unjust who inflicts punishment?’ The answer of course is, No. 
Or (to use other words): ‘ Must we come to this, viz. that we should 
find it to be necessary to tax God with injustice, when he punishes ?’ 
For to such a conclusion (as the objector means to intimate), the 
principles of the apostle seem to lead. 

As to the immediate occasion of such a question, on the part of the 
objector, the sentiment of the preceding verse seems to have furnished 
it. God, says the apostle, is to be justified in his condemning; yea, 
he is altogether to be vindicated in it, even if all men are by him 
found guilty of unfaithful and treacherous dealing. ‘ But,’ replies the 
objector, ‘ on your ground we may go on and say, that glory redounds 
to God because of such- dealing on the part of men; for this gives 
opportunity for God to display his justice to greater advantage than 
it could otherwise have been displayed. Why not, now, carry these 
considerations forward, and come to the result to which they would 
naturally lead? Why not conclude, that God is unjust when he inflicts 
punishment? For this would seem to be a necessary consequence, 
if it be true that his justice is displayed to the greatest advantage by 
reason of the wickedness of men, and he thus gets to himself the more 
honour and glory.’ 

Tholuck attributes μὴ ὁ θεὸς, κιτι Δ. to the apostle himself, as an 
answer to the preceding question. But the κατὰ ἄνθρωπον λέγω and 
the μὴ γένοιτο which follow, seem to me clearly to decide against 
this. 

Kara ἄνθρωπυν λέγω, 1 speak after the manner of men; i.e. I 
speak as men are often accustomed to do. The expression itself is 
general; but the class of men whom the writer has in his mind here, 
are plainly the objectors to his doctrine. The expression κατὰ 
ἄνθρωπον λέγω may mean: 7 speak more humano, i.e. in such a 
manner as is intelligible to men, in such language as men may 
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comprehend; so ἀνθρώπινον λέγω, in Rom. vi, 19; and κατὰ ἄνθρωπον 
λέγων in Gal. iii, 15. In the sense first attributed to the phrase, the 
Greek and Latin writers often use the like expression; e.g. Aristoph. 
Ranze, ¥. 1090, ὃν xpi φράζειν ἀνθρωπείως, which one must describe 
in @ way that is usual among men; Athen. Deipnos. Tom. III. Lib. 
ix. 29, ἀνθρωπίνως λαλεῖν, to. speak like other folks. So Cicero: 
hominum more dicere, de Div. 11, 64, In like manner the Rabbins, 
when they wish to express what is commonly understood or affirmed 
by men in general, say: WIS YIENT 12, as men usually affirm 
or fe 

© μὴ γένοιτο, by no means, This is the negative answer, given 
by the apostle to the question: Μὴ ἄδικος, κι τ. λ. 

"Exel woe... + κόσμον ; otherwise, how shall God judge the world? 
ie. if it is not to be denied that God is unjust, or if we must concede 
that he is unjust, then how shall we admit the doctrine of a future 
or general judgment ?—'Erei, otherwise; comp. Rom. xi. 6, 22, 
1 Cor. v.10, ‘vii. 14. xiv. 16, xv. 29. Heb. x. 2, et alibi. The 
question, ‘ How shall God judge the world?’ is founded on the con- 
cessions or established opinion of the Jews respecting a judgment-day, 
which were well known to the apostle, The expression implies as 
much as to say: ‘You Jews concede that there will be a time of 
᾿ when God will punish the wicked and reward the righteous. 
But how can this be, if your objections have any force? The retributive 
justice of God will be rendered conspicuous, when the wicked shall be 
condemned and punished, and God will be glorified thereby, just as in 
the present case; if this then be a reason why God should not punish, 
it is ἃ reason why there should be no judgment; and in order to be 
consistent, you must deny this also,’ 

In this way we see, that the argument of the apostle is in a manner 
ad hominem, being founded on the concessions and established opinion 
of the Jews; which, however, in this instance, was in itself a well 
founded and correct opinion. 

(7) Ei yap....airoi, still, if the truth of God has abounded the 
more unto his glory, on account of my false dealing. Tholuck under- 
stands these to be the words of the apostle. To me they appear 
very plainly to be words which he attributes to the objector. The 
γάρ at the beginning of the verse, points to a connexion with ver, 5, 
and denotes ἃ continuance of the same theme, and is γάρ confirmantis, 
i.e. it is placed before a sentence by which the objector endeavours to 
fortify his own opinion. This γάρ does not so naturally attach itself 
το νεῖ, 6. As to ἀλήθεια and ψεύσματι, see on ver. 5. ᾿Αλήθεια here 
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means, God's faithful dealings with his people, both in his threats and 
promises; ψεύσματι means, their unfaithfulness as to his covenant, 
their false and treacherous dealings in respect to their vows and 
obligations. Sentiment: ‘ If the veracity and faithfulness of God are 
rendered more conspicuous, and this unto his own glory, by the false 
and deceitful conduct of his covenant people, why, &c." 

Th ἔτι. ee. κρίνομαι ; then why am I still condemned as a sinner? 
‘That is, why should I suffer punishment on account of that very thing 
which has contributed to the glory of God, inasmuch as it has occa~ 
sioned the greater display of his perfections ? 

(8) Καὶ μὴ... ἀγαθά ; shall we then [say], (as it is slanderously 
reported, and as some affirm that we do say): Let us do evil that good 
may come? As μή is interrogative here, it cannot be rendered (as in 
our English version), not. Μή, is connected with ἐροῦμεν or λέγωμεν, 
understood, as appears from the following clause with ὅτι. The 
answer of the apostle, is by a question which strongly implies dis- 
approbation of the sentiment in the preceding clause: * Why then may 
we not speak out and say: Let us do evil that good may come? as 
some do actually, although slanderously, accuse us of saying.’ Ὅτι, 
when the verse is thus explained, may be regarded as a particle marking 
cited words, (for so it is often used, in all parts of the New Testament), 
viz. the words ποιήσωμεν, κι τ᾿ ὰς Or the whole may be construed thus : 
Shall we say, then, that we may do evil, ὅς, 

Βλασφημούμεθα, literally we are slanderously reported, vie. it is 
slanderously reported that we say, &c. In the paragraph above, I 
have rendered ad sensum rather than ad literam. 

‘The oecasion given for the enemies of the gospel thus to slander 
Paul and others, was, that he preached the doctrine, that God would 
be glorified by the display of his justice in the condemnation of sinners, 
and that where sin abounded, grace did much more abound; doctrines 
easily abused by a carnal mind, but which contain truths awful and 
delightful. Would God that the abuso of them might have never 
extended beyond the apostolic age! 

Ὧν τὸ κρίμα ἐνδικόν ἐστι, whose condemnation is just. He means 
that the condemnation of those who falsely attributed such doctrines to 
the apostles and other preachers, was just; in other words, that their 
offence was of such a nature as that it deserved punishment. 4 

(9) Ti οὖν; What then? The question is by the objector; and 
οὖν, in such a connexion, implies as much as to say : ‘ What now can 
‘be gathered from all this ?” 

Προεχόμεθα ; Have we [Jews] any preference? ‘That is, allowing 
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all that you have suid to be true, what preference now can we assign 
tothe Jews? Have they any ground at all for a claim of superiority ? 

Οὐ πάντως" none at all; i.e. none as it respects the great point in 
debate, viz. whether all men are sinners before God, and under the 
condemning sentence of his law. So the latter part of the verse leads 
us to explain the sentiment; and a comparison with vs. 1, 2 above, 
will oblige us thus to interpret it; for superiority of another kind, i.e. 
in external advantages, is there directly asserted of the Jews, by the 
apostle himself. 

Προῃτιασάμεθα..... εἶναι, for we have already made the charge 

both Jews and Gentiles, that they are all under sin. 1 cannot 
find, in the best lexicons, any evidence that προαιτιάομαι means to prove. 
Airia, is accusation, cause, ground, reason ; hence the verb αἰτιάυμαι 
means, fo accuse, to shew cause, &c.; generally in a bad sense, 
implying the support of a charge against any one. The apostle means 
to say, that having already advanced the charge against Jews and 
Gentiles of being sinners without exception, and of standing in need 
of the mercy proffered by the gospel, of course he cannot now concede, 
that the Jews have any exemption from this charge, or any ground 
of preference to the Gentiles, so far as the matter of justification is 
concerned. 

ὟΦ᾽ ἁμαρτίαν means, under the power or control of sin, subject to its 
dominion. 

(10) Καθὼς γέγραπται, κι 7.0. What is the object of this appeal ? 
Evidently it is to illustrate and confirm the point now in debate. And 
what then is this point? Why plainly, that the Jews have no prefer- 
ence over the Gentiles, so far as their guilt and inability to justify 
themselves are concerned. The apostle had just said, (in answer to 
the question put by a Jew, Have we any preeminence?) Οὐ πάντως, 
Why not? Because he had already involved the Jews, as well as the 
Gentiles, in the charge of universal guilt; therefore both were in the 
same condition, with respect to their need of a Saviour. What then 
is the object of further proof or illustration here? Surely it must be 
the point in question, viz. Whether in fact the Jews, equally with the 
Gentiles, lie under the imputation of guilt before God. The quotations 
then have special reference to the Jews. So Chrysostom, Calvin, 
Grotius, Tholuck, Flatt, and others. So ver. 19 obliges us to construe 
the quotations in question. 

‘The quotations are taken from various parts of the Hebrew Scrip 
tures; and mostly in the words of the Septuagint. The general 
strain and object. of them is to shew, that charges of guilt were made 
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in ancient times against the Jews, of a nature not less aggravated 
than the charges now made by the apostle. The Jew could make no 
reply to this, so long as he allowed the full weight and authority of the 
Old Testament. The apostle, then, in adducing such charges from it, 
says in effect: ‘ You cannot accuse me of making strange and novel 
charges against you. Your own Scriptures are filled with charges of 
the like nature.’ 

That such is the general object of the quotations which follow, 
there seems to me no good reason to doubt. Certainly some of the 
passages adduced have not an unlimited signification, applicable to men 
of all times and all nations; at least they have not such a meaning 
in the Old Testament, in the connexion in which they stand. Nothing 
can be more certain than that the writers of most of them are not 
treating of the question, whether aN men are depraved; but are ad- 
vancing charges against the unbelieving and impious part of the Jewish 
nation. Now what characterized unbelieving Jews of old, may still be 
affirmed of them, i. e. of all who reject a Saviour. This must proceed 
from wickedness of heart; and therefore the apostle may apply to all 
who are guilty of it, those descriptions of wicked Jews which the Old 
Testament exhibits. 

Such seems to be the plain and obvious method of interpreting 
the quotations before us. I am well aware, that they have not unfre- 
quently been understood and explained in a different way, viz. as 
having a direct bearing on the universal depravity of the human race. 
The context both in vs. 9 and 19 shews, however, that such an as- 
sumption is not well grounded, and that the citations have respect to 
the apostle’s argument in regard to the moral condition of all unbeliev- 
ing Jews. I say unbelieving Jews; for it is not to his purpose to 
shew that such as believe and are already justified, are still under the 
condemning sentence of the law ; nor could this be said without contra- 
dicting what he frequently asserts, in the sequel of this epistle. 

In the way m which 1 interpret the quotations that follow, there 
is no difficulty with respect to the explanation of them, as they stand 
in the Old Testament. But in the other method, which makes them 
universal propositions, and makes the original authors to speak directly 
to the point of universal depravity, the difficulty of exegesis is insur- 
mountable. Several of the passages, as they stand in the Old Testa- 
ment, must have absolute violence done to them, in order to make 
them speak in this manner. This, in itself, is a strong reason for 
suspecting such an interpretation; and when united with the other 
reasons named, seems to be amply sufficient to justify us in rejecting it. 
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We proceed to consider each of the quotations separately. Ὅτι οὐκ. 
. «=~ εἶς, ἴθ a quotation ad sensum of Ps. xiv. 1; where the Hebrew 
has aio Mipd PR; and the Septuagint, οὐκ ἔστι ποιῶν χρηστότητα, 
οὐκ ἔστιν ἕως ἑνός. In Ps, ΗΝ. (a repetition of Ps xiv.), the Septuagint 
has simply οὐκ ἔστι ποιῶν ἀγαθόν' while the Hevrew is the same as 
above. It would seem, therefore, that the apostle had his eye or 
his mind ‘upon Ps. xiv, when he made the quotation before us; and 
that he has varied from the diction, but followed the sense of the 
original, Instead of saying, there is none that doeth good, he says, 
there is none righteous ; (idem per alia-verba). The οὐδὲ εἷς of our 
text, evidently corresponds to the Septuagint, οὐκ ἔστιν ἕως ἑνός. 

(11) Ode ἔστιν συνίῶν . «ὁ. ὁ θεόν, corresponds to the Hebrew 
mrtg whit > pie wl, whether there is any one who under= 
standeth, who seeketh after God, Ps. xiv. 2. The question in the 
Hebrew implies a negative ; and a simple negative is made by Paul, 
who says, οὐκ ἔστιν, Ke ‘The Septuagint runs literally: Ei ἔστι 
συνιῶν ἥ ἐκζητῶν τὸν θεόν. Paul has cited ad sensum, and nearly 
ad verbum. 

(12) Tlévree. . . « ἑνός, cited exactly from the Septuagint version of 
Ps. xiv. 3. The Hebrew runs thus: 


ane FT 7 Yeo 


ab n> ΤῈ 
Ws ἘΞ PS 
Whether all. have gone out of the way, and together become corrupt? 
None doeth good, 
Not even one. 


Paul omits, as the Septuagint also does, the interrogatory sense of 
the first clause, made by 427 (which is‘co-ordinate with WT in the 
preceding verse), .and renders simply : Πάντες ἐξέκλιναν" altogether 
ad sensum. 

‘The word συνιῶν in ver. 11 means, to have an enlightened knowledge, 
viz. of God and duty.—'0 ἐκζητῶν (Heb. wrt) means, to worship 
God, to seek him in acts of devotion, meditation, &c., to be a devoted 
worshipper. —'B&éxdway in ver.11 means, have departed from the 
right way, from the paths of piety and Βαρρίπεββ.--- Ἠχρειώθησαν, have 
become corrupt, literally have become unprofitable or useless. But 
as the meaning is here a moral one, the first rendering is the most 
appropriate, 

Im regard to the original meaning of these quotations, there seems 
not to be much room for dispute. Who is it of whom the Psalmist is 
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speaking? It is 722, ὁ ἄφρων, as ver. 1 determines, But are all men 
without exception ἄφρονες ἢ Whatever may be the fact, yet it is not 
here asserted ; for in ver. 4, the workers of iniquity are expressly dis- 
tinguished from my people. In ver. 5, the generation of the righteous 
is distinguished from the workers of iniquity. It is plain, then, that 
the Psalmist is here describing two parties among the Hebrews; the 
one wicked, yea altogether corrupt ; the other righteous, i, e. belonging 
to the true people of God. 

The application of this passage by the apostle is plain. All unbe- 
lievers, all who put not their trust in Christ, are of the same character 
with those wicked persons whom the Psalmist describes. 

(18) Τάφος... . . ἐδολιοῦσαν, verbatim with the Septuagint version of 
Ps. v.10 (v. 9); aT πενει τ γτιο Hebrew : 

ὩΣ mane 
ier byw 

An open sepulchre is their throats; with their tongues do they flatter, 
or speak deceitful things. Sentiment: * As from the sepulchre issues 
forth an offensive and pestilential vapour; so from the mouths of 
slanderous persons issue noisome and pestilential words.—EZoAwo- 
σάν, speak deceit, deceive. The form of the word is the Alexandrine 
or Beeotian --σαν instead of -v, which is frequent in the Imperf. and 
2d Aorist; ὁ. g. ἐλάβοσαν, ἐμάθοσαν, &c., for ἔλαβον, ἔμαθον, ὅτε. 
'Εδολιοῦσαν stands for ἐδολίουν, Imperfect active: 

The context in Ps. xiv. shews, that the workers of iniquity there 
mentioned are the party opposed to David. Those who opposed the 
Son of David, are characterized by Paul in a similar manner. 

"Toc ἀσπίδων ὑπὸ τὰ χείλη αὐτῶν, accords verbatim with the 
Septuagint version of a part of Ps, exl. 4 (cxl.8). The Hebrew runs 
thus: TOYS NID SAWIP NA, the poison of asps, or of the adder 
ἐκ under their lips ; i.e, their words are like poison, they utter the 
poisonous breath of slander. The phrase before us gives intensity to 
the preceding description; all of which, however, is not intended to 
designate merely some specific kind of slander, but the: sinful exercise 
of the tongue, which (as James expresses it) is πῦρ, ὁ κόσμος τῆς 
ἀδικίας, iii. 6. 

Here again, the persons characterized are the enemies of David. 
What was said of them may be applied, as the apostle here intimates 
vein nae Abt en ele Reapintnininsme πον Ὁ ὁ 
Lord, that sat upon his throne.” 

(14) Ὧν v6... . γέμει, runs thus in the Septuagint: Οὗ ἀρᾶς τὸ 
στόμα αὑτοῦ γέμει καὶ πικρίας, which corresponds exactly to the Hebrew 
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in Ps. x. 7, Mi ND AMD TY, excepting that ob is added by 
the Seventy. The apostle has quoted exactly ad sensum, the suffix 
pronoun in 371° being generic and indicating a real plurality, which 
Panl expresses by ὧν. 

‘The violent and embittered enemies of David, (or of the Psalmist 
if David be not the author of Ps. x.), are here characterized, The 
application is the same as before. 

Πιαρίας is used to translate the Hebrew mop, which literally 
signifies fraud, deceit. But as false accusations are here meant, which 
tend to destroy reputation and confidence, and proceed from bitterness 
of spirit, so πικρία (bitterness) is employed to characterize them, it being 
used ad sensum in a general way. 

(15—17) Ὁξεῖς..... ἔγνωσαν, abridged from Is. lix. 7,8. The 
Septuagint and Hebrew run thus: 
Οἱ πόδες αὑτῶν ἐπὶ πονηρίαν τρέ- 


χουσε, ταχινοὶ ἐκχέαι αἷμα, καὶ οἱ 
διαλογισμοὶ αὐτῶν διαλογισμοὶ ἀπὸ oie 7: spibona ath w 


φόνων" σύντριμμα καὶ ταλαιπωρία y 
te ΤΩΣ ἐδοιξ᾽. αὐτῶν, καὶ ὁδὸν tap Ne 
εἰρήνης οὐκ οἴδασι. 


Here the expressions are altogether of a general nature, as they 
stand in the prophet, and plainly characterize a great part of the 
Jewish nation in the time of the writer; compare Is. lix, 2, 4,9—15, 
Of course this is still more directly to the apostle’s purpose, than the 
preceding quotations, These correspond with his intention, in the way 
of implication; but the present quotation corresponds in the way of 
direct analogy. 

‘An inspection of the original will disclose how much the apostle 
has abridged it, in his quotation. Also in quoting, he has substituted 
é&ae for ταχινοί in the Septuagint; then passing by a whole clause, 
viz. “ their thoughts are thoughts of evil,” he quotes the rest verbatim, 
Both the Seventy and Paul omit the Hebrew 2, viz. in 72 07, 
énnocent blood.—Exxéa, 1 Aor. Inf., comes from ἐκχέω, Fut. ἐκχεύσω. 
(in the New Testament ἐκχεῶ), 1 Aor. ἐξέχεα after the manner of verbs 
in A, p,¥,p. A few verbs in Greek follow this method of forming the 
first aorist; see Buttmann, Gramm. § 87. Note 1. 

Sentiment; ‘ They are ready and swift to engage in crimes of the 
highest degree; destruction and misery attend their steps, i.e. wherever 
they go, they spread destruction and misery around them. The way of 
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happiness they take no knowledge of, or they give no heed to what 
concerns their own true welfare, or that of others,’ 

(18) Οὐκ ἔστι -. «. αὐτῶν, is exactly quoted from the Septuagint, 
and corresponds to the Hebrew, excepting the final αὐτῶν, which in the 
Hebrew and Septuagint is in the singular number. But then it is the 
singular generic, and so corresponds exactly in sense to the plural 
αὐτῶν of the apostle. The Hebrew original is in Ps. xxxvi. 1, and it 
runs thus: 29.1227 OVION AWD, there is no fear of God before 
his eyes; dg. Mi sent aenemeion: Sag oa ah eee ρει» φοντ το νι 
which puts any effectual restraint upon his wickedness. 

(19) Οἴδαμεν δὲν. «« ade now we know that whatsoever things 
the law saith, it addresses to those who have the law; i.e. we know 
that whatever the Old Testament Scriptures say, when they speak in 
the manner now exhibited, they address it to those who are in pos- 
session of these Scriptures, viz. to the Jews.—Aé continuativum, aunc, 
German nun, English now in the sense of a continuative, Τοῖς ἐν ra 
νόμῳ, those who have a revelation, ἐν conditionis; compare on ἐν under 
chap. I. 24, ain ‘ 

The object of the apostle is to shew, that the Jews can in no way 
avoid the force of what is here said. It was originally addressed to 
the Jews, in a direct manner. What he has quoted was indeed 
spoken at different times, to different classes of persons, and uttered 
by various individuals. But still the principle is the same. | Jews are 
addressed; and Jews are accused in the very same manner, ive. with 
equal force, by their own prophets whose authority is acknowledged, 
as they were accused by Paul. The principle then by which such 
an accusation is to be supported, is thus established. As to the 
actual application of this, and the facts respecting the conduct and 
character of the Jews in the apostle’s time; all the writings of the 
New Testament, of Josephus, and others, and the direct assertions of 
Paul in this epistle, onto sew: sip sion tio All eee 
them in the present case, 

It is this principle, vis. that in. consiatencs. withthe siduiityyof 
God to his promises, and consistently with the ancient Scriptures, the 
Jews might be charged with wickedness even of a gross character, 
and such as brought them as truly under the curse of the divine law 
as the polluted heathen were under it,—it is this, which the apostle 
has in view to establish by all his quotations; and this he does 
entirely establish. When thus understood, there remains no important 
difficulty respecting the quotations. He did not need these, in order 
to settle the question about the depravity of the Gentiles. ‘The Jews 
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would reluctate only against the truth of the charges made against 
themselves. The character of the heathen was too palpable to be 
denied. That of the Jews, indeed, was scarcely less so; but still, 
they themselves expected to escape divine justice, on the ground of 
being God's chosen people. All expectation of this nature is over- 
turned, by the declarations and arguments of the apostle, in chaps. ii. 
iii. of this epistle. 

Such as undertake to prove universal depravity directly from the 
texts here quoted, appear to’ mistake the nature of the apostle's 
argument, and to overlook the design of his quotations. It is impos- 
sible to make the passages in the Old ‘Testament, as they there stand, 
to be universal in their meaning, without doing violence to the 
fundamental laws of interpretation. And surely there is no need of 
doing thus. The whole strain of the apostle's argument at large, goes 
to establish universal depravity ; I mean the universal depravity of all 
who are out of Christ, and are capable of sinning. The doctrine is safe, 
without doing violence to any obvious principles of exegesis; which 
we never can do with safety. I need scarcely add, that Flatt, 
Tholuck, and all enlightened commentators of the present day, so far 
as I know, agree in substance with the interpretation which I have now 
given. 

"Iva πᾶν «... θεῷ, so that every mouth must be stopped, and the whole 
world become guilty before God. Πᾶν στόμα φραγῇ, i.e. every man, 
all men whether Jews or Gentiles, must be convicted of sin, and be 
unable to produce any thing to justify their conduct; compare Job v. 
16. Ps, cvii. 42.--- Ὑπόδικος, reus, sons, guilty, deserving of condem- 
ration. 

But how extensive is the conclusion here? I answer, (1) It extends 
to aif who are out of Christ. I draw this conclusion, not so much 
from the mere forms of expression, such as πᾶν στόμα and πᾶς ὁ κόσμος, 
as I do from the nature and object of the apostle’s argument. What is 
this? Plainly his design is, to shew that there is but one method of 
acceptance with God now possible; and this is in the way of gratuitous 
pardon or justification. But why is this necessary in all cases? The 
answer is: Because all have sinned. Certainly, if those who do not 
believe in Christ, can be pardoned only for his sake, this is because they 
are sinners and have necd of pardon on the ground of simple mercy. 
Consequently all who are out of Christ, as they cannot be justified by 
the deeds of the law, are sinners. 

But (2) All who are in Christ, i.e. are justified, have once been 
sinners, and do still commit more or less sin, for which pardoning 
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mercy becomes necessary. Once they were among the impenitent 
and unregenerate. What the apostle asserts, then, in our text, of all 
men, need not be limited, and should not indeed be limited, merely to 
those who are out of Christ at any particular time, but may be extended 
to all who were ever out of him. . 

That this is a bona fide application of the principle which he here 
contends for, is clear from his own commentary on this doctrine in 
chap. iv. For what does he say there? He shews, that even Abraham 
and David, as well as the grossest sinners, were justified only in a 
gratuitous way, being utterly unable to obtain the divine approbation 
on the ground of perfect obedience. What is the inference from all 
this? Plainly, that all men are sinners, and that none therefore can 
be saved by their own merits. So does ver. 20 virtually declare; so, 
explicitly, says ver. 23. 

In form, the argument of Paul extends only to those who are out of 
Christ ; but as this has once been the condition of all men without 
exception, so in substance it embraces all men without exception, who 
“by nature are children of wrath, being children of disobedience ;” for 
‘‘ that which is born of the flesh, is flesh.” 

I cannot forbear to add, that it seems to me a wrong view of the 
apostle’s meaning in vs. 10—19, which regards him as labouring to 
prove directly the universality of men’s depravity, merely by the argu- 
ment which these texts afford. Paul has other sources of proof, besides 
that of argument; for if he himself was an inspired apostle, then surely 
his own declarations respecting the state of the heathen or Jews, were 
to be credited on just the same grounds as those of the ancient Psalmist 
and of the Prophets. Why not? And then, why should we be soli- 
citous to shew that every thing in Paul’s epistle is established by 
argumentation? Had the apostle no other way of establishing truth, 
except by argumentation? Are not his own declarations, I repeat 
it, as weighty and credible as those of the ancient prophets? If so, 
then we need not be anxious to retain the argument as a direct one, in 
vs. 10—19. Enough that it illustrates and confirms the princIPLE which 
the apostle asserts, and for which he contends. The argument from 
this principle is irresistible, when we once concede that Christ is the 
only Saviour of all men without exception; for this cannot be true, 
unless all men without exception are sinners. Of course I mean, all 
who are capable of sinning. 

(20) Διότι .... αὐτοῦ, wherefore by works of law shall no flesh be 
justified before him. Διότι, an abridgment of διὰ τοῦτο ὅτι, on account 
of, because that, therefore, wherefore ; so it often means, at the beginning 
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of a conclusion deduced from preceding premises ; 6. g. Acts xvii, 31. 
Rom. i. 21. viii. 7. 1 Pet. ii. 6. 

“Epywr νόμου, works of law, i. e. such works as law requires ; just as 
ἔργα θεοῦ means, such works as God requires or approves; and so ἔργα 
τοῦ ᾿Αβραάμ, John viii. 39; τὰ ἔργα τοῦ πατρὸς ὑμῶν [τοῦ διαβόλου, 
Tohn viii. 14: τὰ ἔργα τῶν Νικολαϊτῶν, Rev. ii. 6; and so ἔργα τῆς 

σαρκός---τοῦ; διαβόλου---τῆς πίστεως, διο. Ke. From these, 
and a multitude of other examples which every good lexicon and every 
concordance will supply, it appears entirely plain that ἔργα and ἔργον, 
followed by a Genitive which qualifies it, mean something to be effected 
‘or done, which is agreeable to the command, desire, nature, ὅζο, of the 
thing which is designated by that Genitive noun. 

Concerning this usage, there is no just room to doubt. But the 
sense of νόμου has been thought to be less obvious. Does νόμος then 
mean ceremonial law, revelation in general ; or the moral law, whether 
revealed or natural? Ambrose, Theodoret, Theophylact, Pelagius, 
Erasmus, Cornelius a Lapide, Grotius, Koppe, Ammon, and others, 
have explained νόμος as meaning the ceremonial law. But is this correct ? 
‘The meaning of a word which is capable of various significations, is 
always to be judged of by the object or design of the writer, so often as 
this is practicable. What then is the object of Paul in the present 
case? Surely it is, to shew that both Gentiles and Jews need that 
‘gratuitous justification which the gospel proclaims, and which Christ 
has procured ; compare iii. 9, πᾶν στόμα and πᾶς ὁ κόσμος in iii, 19, 
πάντες in yer. 23, together with ver. 29. Compare also chap. i. 19—~ 
32 with fi. 17—29. Nothing can be more certain than that the con- 
clusion of the apostle is a general one, having respect to Jew and 
Gentile both. But how can it be apposite to say, in respect to the 
Gentiles, that they cannot be justified by the ceremonial law? Did the 
apostle need to make a solemn asseveration of this? Were the Gentiles 
sinners, because they had not kept the ritual laws of Moses? So the 
apostle does not judge; see ii, 14, 15, 26. How then can he be sup- 
posed to say in reference to the Gentiles (for the present verse refers 
to them as well as to the Jews), that by the law is the knowledge of sin? 
What knowledge of the ceremonial law of Moses, did the heathen 
possess ? 

I remark in the next place, that transgressions of the ritual law 
are no part of the accusation which the apostle here brings against 
the Jews. In chap. ii. 17—29, he accuses them of breaking moral 
Jaws; and after having enumerated a long catalogue of crimes common 
among the Gentiles, in chap. i, 19—32, he goes on immediately to 
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iatreate m chap. Ἐ- 1, seq. that the Jews were chargeable with the 
same, © Ws tte ἢ πῶς. Ir = 14. sec. and τ. 56, 0q., he 
intimates that the law icseibed coor the comscoemces and minds of the 
heathen imecuicated theee very thoes. with regrd to winch the Jews 
were simpers. In im. 9. seg.. be beings Jews amd Gentiles under the 
against a law which was common to both: as chap. πὶ 15, 16, 26, 2eq,., 
Most expucttiv shews. 

Agar: when it is asked m Rom. vi. 15. διδῶ we sis because we are 
τοί wre νέμον bat wader grace > what sense would there be im this 
question (which is supposed to be urged br an objector), provided the 
ceremonial iaw be meant? Would az objector im the possession of his 
senses, ask the question: * Have we iberzy to break the mored law, 
Le. to sin, because we are not uncer the ceremoniai” Or, ‘because 
the ceremonial law will not jast:fy us. may we not break the moral law?’ 
Yet νύμον im Rom. vi 15, is plamiv of the same nature as νύμος @ 

Finally ; the apostle every where opposes the ἐεεαέωσις oF δεκαεοσύνη 
of the gospel, to that justification which results from works m general, 
works of any kind whatever; ες σ. 3 Tim.i 9. Eph i. ἃ, 9. Tit. iii. 5. 
Rom. iv. 2—5, 13—16. im. 27. xi. 6, and m many other places. 

From all this it results, that νόμον must here mean the moral law, 
whether written or unwritten, i.e. law im general, any law whether 
applicable to Gentile or Jew, any rule which prescribes a daty, by 
obedience to which men might claim a promise of reward. Nor car 
this duty be limited merely to what is external. Surely the law of 
God, whether natural or revealed, does not have respect merely to the 
external conduct of men; it also has reference to the state of their heart 
and feelings. So, most explicitly, does Paul teach, in Rom. &. 26, 29, 
in Rom. ii. 16, and very often elsewhere. 

Understood in this way, the phrase ioya νόμον is plain. Neither 
Jew nor Gentile can be justified before God on the ground of obedience ; 
“all have sinned and come short of the glory of God;” each one has 
broken the law under which he has acted; the Gentiles, that which 
was written on their minds and consciences, ii. 14, 15; the Jews, that 
which was contained in the Scriptures, ii. 27. Now as the law of God, 
revealed or natural, requires entire and perfect obedience, just so far 
as it is known and understood, or may be s0 without criminal neglect 
on the part of men ; and since “ the soul which smneth must die,” and 
“ he who offendeth in one point is guilty of all :” it follows of necessity, 
that all men, whether Jews or Gentiles, while in an unconverted state, 
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ure under the condemning sentence of the law; and therefore they 
cannot possibly claim acceptance with God, on the ground of perfect 
obedience. Nay, so far are they from this, that they can expect nothing 
but condemnation and misery from simple retributive justice being 
exercised toward them, under a pure system of law; for “all have 
sinned,” and therefore “ all have come short of the glory of God.” 

In no other way, as it seems to me, can the general course of argu- 
tment by the apostle be understood, and interpreted so as to preserve 
consistency with the other parts of this epistle, and with his other 
‘writings, or so as to harmonize with the particular design and object 
of the writer. Accordingly, Storr, Flatt, Tholuck, not to mention a 
multitude of the older commentators, have explained ἔργων νόμου 
substantially in the same manner as I have done. 

Δικαιωθήσεται, see on δικαιοσύνη in i. 17, where the verb δικαιόω is 
also explained. It means here, to be accepted and treated as having 
fully kept the precepts of the law.—O¥ .... πᾶσα σάρξ --- ΡΞ NY, 
no one; ἃ true Hebraism in all respects. Indeed, the expression 
would hardly have been intelligible to a mere Attic Grecian, there 
being nothing like it in his own dialect, 

Tf all the world are ὑπόδικος τῷ θεῷ, then must it be true, that none 
an be δίκαιος before him in a legal sense, i. e. on the ground of perfect 
and meritorious obedience. ᾿Ενώπιον αὐτοῦ = 129, in his view, in his 

; presence. The mind of the writer is here contemplating 
standing before the divine tribunal in order to be judged 
done in the body. 
νον ἁμαρτίας, for by law is the knowledge of sin. Νόμον 
evidently mean the same as it does in the clause ἐξ ἔργων 
vépow" which clearly signifies any law of a moral kind, either natural 
or revealed. Turretin understands νόμου, in the phrase before us, as 
meaning the Jewish Scriptures. But inasmuch as the preceding 
phrase is general, it must be understood so here. All law is a rule of 
action, in the most extensive sense of this word, embracing the internal 
‘as well as the external developments of the human soul. By this rule, 
all actions are to be scanned; the Gentiles are to scan theirs by the 
Jaw written upon their own minds, ii. 14, 15; the Jews, by their own 
Scriptures. The precepts of law, whether natural or revealed, by 
commanding this and prohibiting that, serve to make known the nature 
of sin; for all sin is ἀνομία, want of conformity to the law. The simple 
design of the apostle in saying διὰ yeip νόμον ἐπίγνωσις ἁμαρτίας, is, to 
remind those whom he addressed, that the law (any law either natural or 
revealed), so far from holding out to men who are sinners the prospect 
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of justification before God, and promising them acceptance with 
him, is the very means of bringing them, by its disclosures respecting 
the nature and guilt of sin, to a knowledge of their unhappy and 
desperate condition, inasmuch as it shews them that they are exposed 
to its full penalty, for every transgression which they have committed. 


CHAP. III. 21—31. 


that justification which is proposed to all men without distinction, and conferred on 
all who believe in Christ, ver. 22. No difference can be made, as to the need of 
such a justification, between the Jew and Gentile, inasmuch as all without exception 
are sinners, and therefore stand in the same need of gratuitous pardon, ver. 24 


is blood; and Christ is set forth in this 


he 
faith, ver. 30. But are the Old Testament Scriptures annulled, by inculcating 
such doctrine? Not at all; for (as was before said, ver. 21) they teach the very 
same doctrine, ver. 31. 


(21) Nuvi cé .... πεφανέρωται, but now, the justification which is 
of God, without law, ts revealed. Νυνί, now, i.e. under the gospel 
dispensation, in distinction from ancient times, or former days.—Aé, 
“‘ particula discretica, opposita conjungens.”—Xwpic νόμον, without law, 
i.e. without the aid or concurrence of law, or in such a way as not to 
be by means of law, or in a way contrary to that of legal justification, 
which rests solely on the ground of perfect and meritorious obedience. 
Χωρὶς νόμον may be interpreted as qualifying cuaoevrn θεοῦ, or it may 
be joined in sense with regavipwrac the meaning in either case will 
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be substantially the same. I interpret it as qualifying δικαιοσύνη θεοῦ, 
and designating that this δικαιοσύνη is gratuitous, i. 6. not on the ground 
of merit or legal obedience. 

Δικαιοσύνη θεοῦ, see on i. 17.---Πεφανέρωται, is disclosed, manifested, 
revealed, viz. in or by the gospel. 

Maprvpoupévn .... προφητῶν, which is testified, i.e. plainly and 
‘openly declared, by the law and the prophets, i.e. by the Old Testa- 
ment, the Jewish Scriptures; compare Matt. v. 17. vii. 12. xi. 13. 
xxii. 40. Luke xvi. 16. John i. 45. 4 Macc. xviii. 10, The apostle 
means by this to aver, that he teaches no new thing; he only repeats 
‘what in substance has been declared respecting gratuitous justification, 
by the Old Testament Scriptures. And when he says yuvi.... mepa- 
vipwrat, in the preceding part of the verse, he means that this shall be 

atieally, not absolutely, understood; otherwise the same verse 

would contain a contradiction of itself. 

What is merely hinted in the declaration before us, Paul goes on 
fally to in chap. iv. 
_ (22) What that δικαιοσύνη θεοῦ is, which is χωρὶς νόμου, the apostle 
explicitly to develop. Δικαιοσύνη δὲ... Ἰησοῦ Χριστοῦ, 
ion which is of God, by faith in Jesus Christ. This 
makes it clear as the noon-day sun, that δικαιοσύνη θεοῦ, 
sxion, does not mean righteousness or the love of justice as 
of God. For in what possible sense can it be said, that 
ousness or justice (as an essential attribute) is by faith in 
he possess or exercise this attribute, or reveal it, by 
2 The answer is so plain, that it cannot be mistaken, 
Ἰησοῦ Χριστοῦ, by Christian faith, i.e. by that faith 
Jesus Christ is the object, Ἰησοῦ Χριστοῦ being Genitivus 
bjecti; for most clearly it is not faith which belongs to Christ 
himself, but the faith of sinners towards him. The meaning of the 
apostle is, that the gratuitous justification which the gospel reveals, 
is that which is to be had by believing and trusting in Christ as our 
Redeemer and Deliverer ; compare vs. 23—26. Faith, indeed, is not 
to be regarded as the meritorious cause or ground of justification, 
(which is wholly gratuitous, ver. 24), but only as the means or instru- 
ment by which we come into such a state or relation, that justification 
can, consistently with the nature and character of God, be gratuitously 
bestowed upon us. 

Eke πάντας καὶ ἐπὶ πάντας, to all and upon all. Luther understands 
ἐρχομένη before εἰς πάντας, i.e. [δικαιοσύνη θεοῦ ἐρχομένη] εἰς πάνταρ. 
The sense is good; but the same end may be attained in another 
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way. Why not construe εἰς πάντας as connected with regavépwrat? 
I am aware that φανερόω usually governs the simple Dative after it 
in such cases; but then it is equally certain, that the New Testament 
writers often use the Accusative with cic instead of the simple Dative, 
or the Dative with év* see Bretschn. Lex. εἰς, 5.b. Very naturally 
may we suppose, that after πεφανέρωται the persons would be named to 
whom the revelation is made. It seems to me that they are designated 
by εἰς πάντας. 

Ἐπὶ πάντας appears to mark the subjects, who receive the δικαιοσύνη 
in question; which is clear from the τούς πιστεύοντας that follows and 
qualifies it. Εἰς πάντας denotes to whom the proclamation of δικαιοσύνη, 
gratuitous pardon, is made, i.e. to all men. Kai ἐπὶ πάντας rove 
πιστεύοντας I should consider, then, as a parenthesis thrown in, to 
guard against the idea that the actual bestowment of justification is as 
universal as the offers of it. The offer is made to all men without 
exception ; believers only, however, are entitled to the actual reception 
of it. My reason for supposing such a parenthesis here, is, that the 
writer immediately resumes the generic or universal idea, ov γάρ ἐστι, 
x.7.A., which shews that his mind is intent on the illustration of εἰς 
πάντας, as his principal proposition. His object is to shew, that there 
is no exception at all, as to the need of that justification which the 
gospel proposes. As this is plainly his main point, he only suggests, 
here and there by the way, the extent in which the justification proposed 
is actually bestowed—éml πάντας τοὺς morebovrac....Kai δικαιοῦντα 
τὸν ἐκ πίστεως Ἰησοῦ (ver. 26.) 

It is by overlooking these nicer shades and connexions of thought in 
this paragraph, that many critics have come to the conclusion, that no 
difference exists here between εἰς πάντας and ἐπὶ πάντας" a position 
which seems to me to be plainly contradicted by the course of thought 
before and after these expressions. Before ἐπὲ πάντας either ἐστί or 
rather # ἔστι seems to be implied ; and then ἐπὶ is used in the sense of 
ad commodum, for; comp. Heb. viii.8. Heb. xii. 10; see also Bretschn. 
Lex. ἐπί, ITT. 5. 

Οὐ yap ἐστι διαστολή, for there is no distinction or difference ; i.e. 
in regard to the matter of justification by faith or gratuitous justification, 
all men stand in the same need of it; and must perish without it. In 
this respect there is no distinction whatever between Greek and Jew ; 
for as all have sinned, so justification by deeds of law, i.e. by perfect 
obedience to the law, is an impossible thing ; for it is impossible that 
a sinner should lay in any proper claim to such a justification. The 
γάρ here is γάρ illustrantis, the sequel being added in order to illustrate 
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and confirm the affirmation made above, viz. that the justification 
which is of God is revealed εἰς πάντας. 

(23) Πάντες yap.... θεοῦ, for all have sinned, and come short 
of the glory which God bestows, or of divine approbation. The γάρ 
here is again γάρ illustrantis vel confirmantis ; i.e. it is placed at the 
‘commencement of a sentence which is designed to illustrate and 
Confirm the preceding assertion, and to: shew the reason why there is 
Bo διαστολή, Ὑστερέω comes from ὕστερος, last, and sometimes 
means (as its etymology would indicate), to be last or inferior, 1 Cor. 
‘wii. 24. viii. 8. 2 Cor. xi. 5. xii, 11. The passive voice (ὑστεροῦνται 
is passive) is used in the same sense, for substance, as the active ; 
ὑστερέω meaning deficio, destitue, and ὑστερέομαι destituor, I am 
wanting in, I am deficient in, The idea in our text is that of failing, 
wanting, being deprived or destitute of. The verb, when used in 
this way, of course governs the Genitive, by the usual principles of 


Δόξης τοῦ θεοῦ is rendered by many, the divine approbation. So, 
‘indeed, most commentators translate it; and with good philological 
support, inasmuch as δόξα frequently means praise, approbation ; 
e.g. John ν. 41, 44. vii. 18. viii, 50, 54. xii. 43. Nevertheless, as 
δόξα very often means a glorified state, a splendid glorious condition, 
supreme happiness, it may be so taken. here; and θεοῦ may be construed 
a8 Genifious auctoris, so that δόξης τοῦ Θεοῦ would mean, the glory 
which God bestows, or of which God is the author. This, on the 

. prefer. But still, as the subject is here that of justifica~ 
tion, εἶσ, acquittal, δόξης may be employed in the classic sense of opinion, 
(here good opinion, approbation), i.e. the approbation of the final 
judge of men, when they stand before his tribunal. The idea would 
then be, that inasmuch as all men have broken the law of God, 
so they cannot expect his approbation in the day of trial, provided 
they stand upon the ground of their own merits. Hence the necessity 
of some other method of justification, different from that which is by 
works of law. 

(24) Δικαιούμενοι . . «. Ἰησοῦ, [all] being justified freely by his 
grace through the redemption which is by Christ Jesus. On the 
one hand, the apostle declares that all have sinned, and thus ren- 
dered a sentence of acquittal and reward impossible, on the ground 
of law. He now asserts the counter-part of this, viz. that all who 
obtain justification, must obtain it gratuitously and only by virtue 
of the redemption that Christ has accomplished ; a proposition which 
contains the very essence of all that is peculiar to the gospel of Christ, 
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or which can make a solid foundation for the hopes of perishing 
sinners. 

The ellipsis before and after δικαιούμενοι may be filled out thus: 
[πάντες] δικαιούμενοί [εἰσι]. In fact, vs. 23, 24, are really two different 
sentences; while the present grammatical construction of them makes 
but one.—Awpedy, freely, gratuitously, in the way of mere favour. 
Δωρεάν (Heb. 5397) comes from δωρεά, donum gratuitum, beneficinm ; 
and this, with δῶρον munus, δώρημα beneficium, and δωρέομαι dono, all 
originate from δίδωμι or διδόω to give. 

Τῇ αὐτοῦ χάριτι, by his grace, epexegetical of δωρεάν, and added to 
give intensity to the whole sentence or affirmation; comp. Eph. ii. 8, 9. 
2 Tim. i. 9. Tit. iii. 4, 5.—’Awodurpwoewc, redemption. 

The force of this word may be best seen, by recurring to its root 
λύτρον, which means, the price of ransom paid for a slave or a captive, in 
consequence of which he is set free. Aurpdw and ἀπολυτρόω both mean, 
to pay the price of ransom; just as λύτρωσις and ἀπολύτρωσις mean, 
(1) The act of paying this price ; and (2) The consequences of this act, 
viz. the redemption which follows it. This latter sense is the one which 
belongs to the ἀπολυτρώσεως of our text.—Tijc ἐν Χριστοῦ Ἰησοῦ desig- 
nates the author of this redemption, viz. him who paid the ransom and 
procured our freedom, when we were the slaves and captives of sin and 
Satan. The sequel defines what the writer understands by ἀπολντρώσεως. 

(25) The most important word in the translation of the first clause 
of this verse, is ἱλαστήριον, the sense of which must first be determined. 
In classic Greek it is equivalent to the adjective ἱλάσιμος, propitiatory, 
atoning ; which comes directly from ἱλασμός, atonement, propitiation ; 
ἱλάσιμος, ἱλαστικός, ἱλαστήριος (the. last three are equivalents), and 
ἵλασμα, all come from ἱλάσκομαι or ἱλάομαι (ἱλέομαι Att.), which Homer 
always employs to designate the making of propitiation or atonement to 
the gods. The later Greek sometimes used ἱλάσκομαι in the sense of 
being propttious. 

In our text ἱλαστήριον is an adjective used in an elliptical way, like 
other adjectives of a similar nature; e.g. χαριστήριον, σωτήριον, ra 
ἑτήσια, τὰ γενέθλια, &c. The question naturally arises: What is the 
noun here to be supplied after ἱλαστήριον ? Is it ἐπίθημα (ἐπίθεμα), 
cover ; of θῦμα, offering or sacrifice ἢ 

In the first of these ways, the Seventy employ ἱλαστήριον" some- 
times joining it with ἐπίθεμα, Exod. xxv. 17; but usually omitting 
ἐπίθεμα and using ἱλαστήριον alone, in the same sense which both 
words would give ; ¢. g. Exod. xxv. 18, 19, 20 bis, 22. xxxvii. (Sept. 
XXXViii.) 6, 7, 3, 8 bis. Lev. xvi. 2, 13, 14, 15, &c. In all these cases, 
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wv lias ἐπίθεμα expressed or not, the Hebrew word is 
viz. the covering of the ark of the covenant in the 
which was overlaid with pure gold (Exod. xxv. 17), 
the cherubim stretched out their wings (Exod. xxv. 20), 
meme reife Sn. is cantly temple, the place 

ut Beeceaseep logins, conisonnen withthe: seprepening 


tual are tas schon, the high-priest entered but once 
(Heb. ix. 7), when he sprinkled the M3, ἱλαστήριον 
ith blood, in order to make propitiation for the sins of the 
v. xvi. 2, 15, 16. 
with the Seventy, Philo calls the 782, πῶμα 
ἃ ἐπίθεμα ἱλαστήριον, i.e. a propitiatory covering ; Vita 
(Frankf. ed.) 
int usage of ἱλαστήριον. But was Paul neces= 
‘this? Certainly not, inasmuch as the common Greek 
n another combination of ἱλαστήριον, viz. ἱλαστήριον 
sacrifice or offering. So Dio Chrysostom, Orat. 
ov ᾿Αχαιοὶ τῇ 'AOnrg, the Greeks [made] a propitiatory 
᾿ νι So Josephus, ἱλαστήριον. μνῆμα, ἃ propitiatory 
ΤΗΝ XVI. 7. 1. So in 4 Mace. xvii, 39, ἱλαστηρίου 
WW, his propitiatory death. 
of these two methods of construing ἱλαστήριον shall 
Origen, Theodoret, Theophylact, CEcumenius, Erasmus, 
ad others, have preferred the former; Hesychius, Grotius, 
, Kypke, Turretin, Elsner, Flatt, Tholuck, and others, the 
* Fatemur (says Turretin) expositionem illam [priorem] minus 
nobis videri;” after which he goes on to say, that he 
| by ἱλαστήριον, an expiatory victim. 1 most fully agree 
ti But I have a reason for this opinion, which I have 
seen noticed in any of the commentators ; and this is, that in the 
phrase ἐν rp αἵματι αὐτοῦ which follows, there is a reference to the 
αἷμα of the ἱλαστήριον. It may be said, that if Christ be represented 
‘as the merey-seat which was sprinkled with propitiatory blood, αἵματι 
αὐτοῦ may refer to this. But my answer is, that such an image is 
unnatural; for then Christ would be represented as a mercy-seat, 
sprinkled with his own blood; an incongruous figure, if the analogy of 
the Jewish mercy-seat be consulted. But if ἱλαστήριον means ἃ 
propitiatory sacrifice, then is the image altogether congruous; inasmuch 
‘as the blood was sprinkled round about upon the altar, where the 
sacrifice was laid, Lev. i. 5, 11. iii, 8. 
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There is another way of casting light on this subject, viz. by 
investigating the meaning of προέθετο. In the classics, προτίθημι 
means, (1) 70 lay before, to set before, e.g. to set any thing before 
one for him to eat; also, to set a mark before one, or a punishment, 
or a reward; i.e. to propose. (2) Publicly to expose or to hold wp 
to view; e.g. to expose goods, wares, &c., for inspection and sale: 
also, to declare enmity, war, hatred, &c. (3) It means, to prefer; 
which is the least common signification. In the New Testament, 
προτίθημι is sometimes used in the sense of purposing, decreeing, 
constituting ; e.g. Rom.i. 13. Eph.i.9. So also in Joseph. Antigq. 
IV. 6, 5. 

Of these various meanings, the second classical one seems plainly 
to be that which is best adapted to our text; for this best agrees with 
the εἰς ἔνδειξιν and πρὸς ἔνδειξιν which follow. Ὃν προέθετο ὁ 
θεὸς ἱλαστήριον may then be rendered: whom God hath openly 
exhibited to the world as a propitiatory sacrifice. But suppose now, 
that we construe ἱλαστήριον as meaning mercy-seat, then where is the 
congruity of the image? Was the mercy-seat exhibited to the view of 
those for whom atonement was made? Never; the high-priest only 
saw it, once in each year, on the great day of atonement. To avoid 
this evident incongruity, one must render προέθετο, constitust; and then 
the evident reference made by it to εἰς ἔνδειξιν and πρὸς ἔνδειξιν, is lost 
or obscured. 

On the whole, I see no congruous method of interpreting the passage 
before us, except by rendering ἱλαστήριον, propitiatory sacrifice. In 
respect to the sentiment which this rendering exhibits, compare 
John i. 29. Eph. v. 2. 1 Pet. i. 19. ii. 24. Heb. ix. 14. 1 Cor. v. 7. 
If ἱλαστήριον be rendered propitiation (as in our English version), the 
sense will be the same. 

Διὰ τῆς πίστεως, by faith, i.e. this sacrifice then produces its 
propitiatory effect, when faith is exercised in the blood, i. e. death, of the 
victim which is offered. In other words: Christ makes expiation 
which is effectual for such, and only such, as trust or put confidence 
in his atoning blood, i.e. who believe in him as “ the Lamb of God 
which taketh away the sin of the world.” 

Διὰ τῆς πίστεως may also be connected with δικαιούμενοι or 
with προέθετο but not to so good purpose, or so naturally, as with 
ἱλαστήριον. 

Ἐν τῷ αἵματι αὐτοῦ means, his bloody death; the expression 
and image being borrowed from the expiatory blood of the ancient 
sacrifices. Faith in this blood, or in the death of Jesus, as the means 
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of expiation, seems to be the distinguishing trait above all others of 
true ν 
Bic ἔνδειξιν... πρὸς ἔνδειξιν. Two questions that are very 
important in respect to the interpretation of vs. 25, 26, arise here, viz. 
(1) Are εἰς and πρός used in this place as equivalent terms, and 
joined ‘with ἔνδειξιν as designating a sense which in both cases is 
same? (2) Is πρὸς ἔνδειξιν co-ordinate with cic ἔνδειξιν, ie. 
‘is it arranged in the same manner, and does it sustain the same relation 
to the first part of the whole sentence? As to the first question ; 
ing can be more certain than that both εἰς and πρός stand 
before the Accusative case, and before the Infinitive mood used as 
a noun in the Accusative, in order to designate the intention, object, 
purpose, design, end, &c., of any thing; e.g. ele ζωήν in order to 
obtain life, εἰς τὴν ἀνομίαν in order to commit iniquity, εἰς 6 for 
which purpose, εἰς τοῦτο for this purpose, εἰς τὸ ἐμπαίξαι in order 
to mock, Matt. χχ. 19, cic τὸ σταυρωθῆναι in order to be crucified, 
and so in numberless instances ; see Bretsch. Lex. εἷς, 3. The same 
thing is true of πρός" e.g. πρὸς τὸ θεαθῆναι, in order to be seen, 
Matt. vi1; πρὸς παραχειμάσαι, for the sake of passing the winter, 
Acts xxvii. 12; πρὸς τὸ ἐπιθυμῆσαι, in order to lust, Matt. v. 28; 
πρὸς οἰκοδομήν, for the sake of edification, Rom. xv. 2; πρὸς ἐντροπήν, 
Jor the sake of shaming you, 1 Cor. vi. 5, et al. spe; see Bretsch. 
Lex. . 


TIL. c. 

Aa as usage is concerned, it is a perfectly plain case, that 
εἰς ἔνδειξιν and πρὸς ἔνδειξιν may be altogether equivalent. Tholuck 
thinks that the change of prepositions (εἰς and πρός) makes against the 
to-ordination of εἰς ἔνδειξιν and πρὸς ἔνδειξιν" and yet, in commenting 
om ver. 30 below, he is obliged to admit, that ἐκ πέστεως and διὰ 
πίστεως are altogether equivalent. Such I take to be the case with 
the εἷς and πρός in question ; and therefore, 

(2) Imust, with Flatt, Turretin, and many other expositors, explain εἷς 
ἔνδειξεν and πρὸς ἔνδειξιν as co-ordinate. The arrangement of the thought 
stands thus: ὃν προέθετο ὁ θεὸς ἱλαστήριον... εἰς ἔνδειξιν----ὃν προέθετο 
ὁ ϑεὸς ἱλαστήριον .... πρὸς ἔνδειξιν" which arrangement fully exhibits 
what I mean, by saying that the expressions are co-ordinate. And 
this arrangement seems to be plainly and fully confirmed, by the 
antithetic comparison of προγεγονότων (past) in one clause, and ty τῷ 
γῦν καιρῷ (present) in the other. 

Tic ξικαιοσύνης αὐτοῦ, of his justification, i. 6. of the justification 
which he proffers, or of which he is the author. But here again 
is great diversity of opinion among commentators. Ambrose, Locke, 
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and others, understand ὀικαιοσύνης as meaning veracity ; Theodoret, 
Socinus, Grotius, Bolten, and Koppe, explain it as meaning goodness ; 
like the Hebrew ‘T1713. Flatt renders it sanctitas ; Tholuck says that 
δικαιοσύνη, in Paul's writings, always means righteousness or holiness ; 
in which he is most surely mistaken. To my own mind nothing can 
be plainer, than that δικαιοσύνης has the same sense here as in chap. 
1,17, and as in ver.22 above; where it seems too plain to be mis- 
taken. What can be more certain, than that it is taken in a sense 
which is homogeneous with δικαιωθήσεται in ver. 20, and δικαιούμενοι in 
ver. 23? 

What now is the sentiment which is in accordance with this? It 
is as follows: ‘God has openly exhibited Christ to the world asa 
propitiatory offering for sin, unto all who believe in him, in order 
that he might fully exhibit his pardoning mercy (his δικαιοσύνη) in 
respect to the forgiveness of sins under the past and present dis- 
pensation.’ 

Is not this plain and consistent sentiment, congruous with the 
design of the writer and with the nature of facts? How or why so 
much difficulty should have been made about the word δικαιοσύνης 
here, I am not able to explain. Turretin, indeed, calls the exegesis 
which I have here given, “ frigida repetitio . .. . apostolo nostro haud 
satis digna.” I should have been better satisfied, if he had given 
some valid reason for such a remark; which it is always easier to 
make than to justify. One good rule in the explanation of Scripture 
is, that the same writer, on the same topic, and in the same connexion 
of reasoning and thought, must be construed as using the same phraseo- 
logy in the same sense. All I ask here is, that a maxim so plain 
and reasonable, should be observed. And where is the “ repetitio” in 
this case? Where has the apostle before said, that God had openly 
proposed to the world the propitiatory sacrifice of Christ, in order to 
exhibit his pardoning mercy for sins committed under the old and 
under the new dispensation? And as to the “ frigida;” if there be 
any one sentiment, in the whole New Testament, respecting the efficacy 
of the atoning blood of Jesus with regard to power and extent, which 
stands at the head of all others, the sentiment here developed holds 
this very place. It has its express parallel, only in Heb. ix.15. I 
feel constrained, therefore, to differ here exceedingly from Turretin, as 
to what he names frigida interpretatio. It is as opposite to this, as 
light is to darkness. 

Διὰ rv... θεοῦ, in regard to the remission of sins formerly com- 


mitted, during the forbearance of God. That διά not unfrequently 
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has the meaning in respect to, in regard to, see Matt, xviii, 28, διὰ 
τοῦτο, im respect to this, viz. the sentiment which Jesus had just 
uttered ; the same in Matt. xxi. 43. xxiii. 34, διὰ τοῦτο, for the sake of 
this, om account of this ; Mark xi.24, Luke xi.49, 1 Thess. iii. 7, διὰ, 
‘on account of; to which I may add Rom. v.12, διὰ τοῦτο, in respect 
to this, viz. the sentiment which had just been uttered. So Flatt on 
‘our verse, διά, in Riicksicht auf, in respect to. 

“The clause διὰ τὴν πάρεσιν .... θεοῦ, I regard as epexegetical of 
the preceding δικαιοσύνης αὑτοῦ, viz. his δικαιοσύνη was manifested 
on account of, in respect to, the remission of sins committed in former 
times, &e. 

Πάρεσιν (from παρίημι) means remission, passing by, dismissing, &c. 5 
and therefore it has the same sense with ἄφεσιν, as we should expect 
from the etymology of the word.—Ipoyeyovérwy, formerly done, com- 
‘mitted in times before. In the sense of done, taken place, or com- 
mitted, γίνομαι is often used with respect to actions ; e.g. Matt, vi, 10. 
Luke x. 13. xxiii. 24. ix. 7. xiii. 17. xxviii. 8, et alibi; see Bretschn. 
Lex. γίνομαι, 3. 

(26) Ἐν τῇ ἀνοχῇ, during the forbearance of God. The uniting 
of this clause with ver. 26, is a mistake of Robert Stephens; for it is 
plainly connected with the preceding verse, and has reference either 
to πᾶρεσιν or προγεγονότων ἁμαρτημάτων. But to which of these? 
‘Does the writer mean to say, remission .. .. through the forbearance of 

God to punish sin; or sins formerly committed, while God forbore to 
punish? 1 understand him in the latter sense; and this is the natural 
exegesis of ἀνοχῇ, so far as its present position in the sentence is 
concerned. That ἐν often has the sense of during, dum est, is quite 
clear; e. g- Matt. xii. 2, ἐν σαββάτῳ, during the sabbath ; Matt. xiii. 4, 
ἐν τῷ σπείρειν, inter serendum, during the action of sowing; John 
ii. 23, ἐν τῇ ἑορτῇ, during the feast ; John vii. 11. Acts viii. 88. xvii. 31. 
Rev. i. 10. 

As to the sentiment of the clause, it has in some respects a parallel, 
in Acts xvii. 30; ‘As to the times of this ignorance, ὑπερέδων ὁ θεός," 
i. 6, God forbore punishment. But in our text, the apostle speaks 
‘of the remission which is connected with justification, i.e. the pardon 
of sin, 

Πρὸς ἔνδειξιν τῆς δικαιοσύνης αὑτοῦ, the same in all respects as 
εἷς ἔνδειξιν τῆς δικαιοσύνης αὑτοῦ in ver. 25. Ἐν τῷ viv καιρῷ, at the 
present time, ice. under the new dispensation. Thus has the apostle 
shewn, that the propitiatory sacrifice of Christ extends, with respect 
to its efficacy, to all ages of the world, to all generations and nations ; 
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i.e. that it is capable of such an extent, where such a faith as God 
requires is exhibited. The parallel of this remarkable and most cheer- 
ing and animating sentiment, is to be found in Heb. ix. 15. It is 
implied in other passages of the New Testament, not unfrequently ; 
but it is no where else so explicitly asserted. The sentiment shews, 
moreover, in what light the apostle viewed the death of Christ. If 
this were to be regarded only as the death of a martyr to the truth, 
or as an example of constancy, &c., then how could its efficacy take 
hold on προγεγονότων ἁμαρτημάτων, whatever it might do as to those 
who lived after his death took place? This question seems to suggest 
the necessity of ascribing a vicarious influence to the death of Jesus; 
for how else can it avail for the forgiveness of sins committed in early 
ages ? 
Εἰς τὸ εἶναι. «.. Ἰησοῦ, that he might be just, and yet the justéfier 
of him that believeth in Jesus, i.e. has the faith of a Christian. Here 
again is a great diversity of sentiment concerning δίκαιον" some making 
it to signify kind, benignant, for which they appeal to Matt.i. 19. John 
xvii. 25. 1 John i. 9, and the frequent signification of the Hebrew 
P*yS and M2TS. But although the word is capable of this sense, the 
connexion does not seem to admit it here, as it would make tautology. 
The difficulty seems to be, that commentators have overlooked the 
logical connexion of the whole clause. The εἰς ro at the beginning of 
it, shews that it has a like object with εἰς ἔνδειξιν and πρὸς ἔνδειξιν, and 
is co-ordinate with them. There seems to me, however, to be this 
difference, viz. that in εἰς τὸ εἶναι δίκαιον, x.r.X., the writer looks back 
to the whole sentiment proposed in vs. 21—24; which is, that all men 
are sinners, and that a regard merely to the law, i.e. a sense of justice 
merely on the part of God, or he being δίκαιος merely, does not in 
itself permit justification by overlooking or setting aside the penalty of 
the law; but the death of Christ is an expedient of infinite wisdom, by 
which the full claims of the law may be admitted, and yet the penalty 
avoided, because a moral compensation or equivalent has been pro- 
vided, by the sufferings of him who died in the sinner’s stead. Here 
then are two things conspicuous in this wonderful arrangement of 
infinite wisdom and benevolence; the first, that God will not give up 
the penalty of his law without an adequate substitute for it; he is 
δίκαιος, i.e. he fully retains a high and immutable regard to justice or 
rectitude, he is unwilling to sacrifice any part of the purity and strictness 
of his law which is “holy and just and good :” the second, that God 
has still provided a way by which he may retain all his views of justice, 
and his law may remain without being in any measure dishonoured or 
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sacrificed, and yet the penitent sinner may be pardoned, and treated as 
though he had yielded perfect obedience to it. These I take to be the sen- 
timents conveyed by δίκαιον and δικαίουντα in this passage. Bengel has 
happily expressed it: “Summum hie paradoxon evangelicum; nam in 
lege conspicitur Deus justus et condemnans, in evangelio justus ipse et 
justificans peccatores." As I can find no case in which δίκαιος appears 
to mean either justified, or justifying, I must retain the sense of just in 
this place. 

"Τὸν ἐκ πίστεως Ἰησοῦ is like οἱ ἐκ περιτομῆς, οἱ ἐξ ἐρεθείας, &c. The 
phrase may be correctly translated: The believer in Jesus, or him who 
is of the faith which believes in Jesus, i. 6. the true Christian believer. 

(27) Ποῦ οὖν ἡ καύχησις ; where then is boasting or glorying ? That 
is, if what I have said be true, viz. that all men, both Jews and Gentiles, 
are sinners, and can be justified only by grace through the redemption 
that is in Christ Jesus; then it follows, that all boasting of their own 
merits, all glorying in their special privileges, is entirely excluded. This 
has a special reference to the Jews, who were so prone to boast of these 


᾿Διὰ ποιοῦ νόμου ; by what arrangement or economy? Νόμου appears 
to be used here in the sense of the Chaldee 7, economy or rule of 
doing any thing. It sometimes designates a mode of life; e.g. Phil. 
Gi. 5, κατὰ νόμον Φαρισαῖος. For the sense of rule or standard, sce in 
‘Rom. vii, 23, 25. viii. 2. ix. 31. In the sense of economy or arrange- 
ment itis used in Gal. iii, 21, Acts xxi. 20, and perhaps xxiii. 29. 
‘The sense is: ‘By what arrangement, or by what rule, is boasting 


Τῶν ἔργων; That is, Is it excluded διὰ νόμου τῶν ἔργων; Is it 
excluded by that economy or rule, which places justification on the 
ground of perfect obedience to the law, i. e. of entirely performing those 
works which the law demands? 

Οὐχὶ «+... πίστεως, nay, but by the economy or rule of faith. That 
is, faith being the condition of justification under the gospel-arrange- 
ment or νόμος, this excludes all claims of desert on the part of the 
sinner. ‘The very statement of itself shews, that although faith is a 
conditio sine qué non of justification, yet it is not the meritorious or 
‘procuring cause of it. Νόμον πίστεως means, that arrangement which 
makes faith necessary to salvation, but which, at the same time, bestows 
salvation merely as a gratuity. 

(28) Λογιζόμεθα .... νόμον, we conclude, therefore, that a man is 
justified by faith, without the deeds of the law ; i. 6. we believe or count 
it as certain, that men are justified in a gratuitous manner, through 
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faith in Christ, and not by perfect obedience to the law, or by perfectly 
doing those things which the law requires. What is meant by being 
justified by faith, is sufficiently plain here, inasmuch as it is opposed 
to justification by works, i. 6. on the score of merit or perfect obe- 
dience. See remarks on chap. iv. 5. 

Luther translates πίστει, ALLEIN durch den Glauben, i.e. by faith only. 
And such were his views on this subject, that he rejected the epistle of 
James from the canon of the New Testament, because he thought that 
the second chapter of that epistle taught a doctrine different from that 
which Paul here inculcates.. I must refer the reader to Excursus II. 
for a brief view of this subject. 

(29) Ἢ Ἰουδαίων .... ἐθνῶν; Is he the God of the Jews only? Is 
he not also of the Gentiles? That is, why should it not be acknow- 
ledged, that ‘‘ the God of the spirits of all flesh,” who “has made of one 
blood all the nations that dwell upon the face of the earth,” and who of 
old was named Κ᾽ δ MLW Mp 1°? —why should he not sustain 
the same relation to the Gentiles as to the Jews, and admit them to the 
like privileges ? 

(30) He should; he must be so regarded. Nai, καὶ ἐθνῶν. To con- 
firm this he adds: éxeixep.... πίστεως, since it is one and the same 
God who will justify the circumcised by faith, and the uncircumcised by 
faith. Etc, one and the same; so Luke xii. 52. 1 Cor. x. 17. xi. 5, 
et al.—’Ex πίστεως and cca τῆς xiorewe are of the same import; for both 
ἐκ and διά are placed before the Genitive as signifying the instrumental 
cause, in the same sense, in almost numberless examples.—lIlaperopgy 
and axpo;3veriay are examples of the abstract put for the conerete. 

(31) Νόμον οὗν. ... κίστεως : Dowe then make coid the lew through 
faith? That is, do we counteract or annul the Old Testament Serip- 
tures, by inculcating gratuitous justification? So I feel obliged to 
construe ropow here, when I compare this verse with vs. 20,21, and 
with chap. iv. where the object of the writer throughout is, to shew 
that the Old Testament inculcates the same doctrine as that which he 
here urges. So Flatt, Koppe, Tholuck, and others. Chrysostom also 
says of νόμον here: τοῦτο [δικαιοῦν ory ἴσχυσεν ὁ ropoc. The argu- 
ment which renders this exegesis quite plain, is, that the apostle 
immediately proceeds to answer the objection here made, by shewing 
that the Old Testament actually teaches the doctrine in question. 

Νόμον ἱστῶμεν. we confirm the lat; i.e. we inculcate that which 
entirely accords with the Old Testament, and only serves to confirm it. 

How gratuitous justitication can be said to confirm or establish the 
mera! law, (as this text has been often explained), it seems difficult to 
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make out. That the doctrine of justification by faith does not, indeed, 
overthrow moral obligation ; yea, that such a justification even serves 
in a most important way to promote holiness of life; the apostle shews 
in chap. vi. But his present concern is with the objection made to his 
‘sentiments, viz. the objection that he is weakening the force of the 
ancient Jewish Scriptures. Accordingly, he discusses this question at 
large, in the following chapter. 


CHAP. IV. 1—12. 


Fg now eds to shew, that the Scriptures of the Old Testament 
fact confirm the view which he had given of gratuitous justification. To the 
Par ‘What special advantages were bestowed on Abraham, in consequence of 


cedently to his circumcision ; and he received this rite merely as a token 

on in respect to the blessing already bestowed ; and in order that he 

pxpiritual father, i. 6. an eminent pattern or exemplar of spiritual blessings, 
iuiles and Jews, vs. 9—12. 

|—12 may be divided into three distinct parts, if the reader desires 

‘Vs. 1—5, the justification of Abraham was gratuitous. (2) Vs. 6—8, 

ses the same views of acceptance with God, (8) Vs. 9—12, circum- 

not, and could not be, any ground at all of the justification of Abraham. 

ἡ chosen to connect these under one general head, because I view 

| particular as the answer to the question in ver, 1, and the first and second 

as being preparatory to this, and also as having respect to the main 

οἵ the writer, which is to shew that the Old Testament Scriptures do in fact 

‘the same views of justification, which he has given in the preceding context. 

ἐπε τὰ τοὶ introduction to the remaining parts of the present chapter, will be 

‘its appropriate place. 


(1) ΤΙ oby.... κατὰ σάρκα ; What then shall we say that Abraham our 
‘father obtained in respect to the flesh? This question is parallel with 
those in chap. iii. 1. The apostle evidently suggests it, as one which 
an opponent to his views would naturally ask. The import of it is; 
* How will your doctrine concerning justification as entirely gratuitous, 

with the views which the Scripture leads us to take of Abraham? 
Had he no advantage from his precedence and privileges? Was the 
M 
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covenant and rite of circumcision, by which he was distinguished from 
all the rest of the world, of no avail in his case?’ Such is evidently 
the tenor of the discourse, whether we suppose the apostle to put such 
interrogations in his own person, or in that of his opponent. 

Oiy, then, i.e. on the ground which you take, what can we say, &c.— 
Tov πατέρα ἡμῶν, our father, shews that the objector here is supposed 
to be a Jew. Ἑὑρηκέναι, obtained; comp. Luke i. 30. Heb. ix. 12.— 
Kara σάρκα is a controverted phrase here. Should it be united in sense 
with τὸν πατέρα ἡμῶν Or must we join it with εὑρηκέναι ἢ If the 
question here concerned the relation of Abraham respectively, as a 
spiritual father and as a natural one, we should feel in a measure neces- 
sitated to join κατὰ σάρκα with τὸν πατέρα ἡμῶν. Chrysostom, Erasmus, 
Limborch, and others, do thus join it; and some manuscripts, in 
accordance with such views, have transferred εὑρηκέναε and placed 
it before τὸν πατέρα ἡμῶν. But as the weight of authority is against 
these; as the hyperbaton or transposition, taking the text as it now 
stands, would be abrupt and improbable, if we should join κατὰ σάρκα 
with τὸν πατέρα ἡμῶν" and specially as xara σάρκα would not then add 
any thing to the idea designated by τὸν πατέρα ἡμῶν" so it would 
seem to be more eligible, to regard κατὰ σάρκα as qualifying εὗρη- 
κέναι. One meaning which has been given here to σάρξ, is, external 
privileges or advantages; and the appeal is made to 1 Cor. x. 18. 
Phil. iii. 3. Gal. vi. 12, in order to confirm this; but these texts 
all plainly relate to circumcision. Zapf sometimes means, that which 
is external or physical, in distinction from that which is internal or 
spiritual, 6. g. Gal. iv. 28. Rom. ix. 8. In accordance with this general 
idea, and with probability on their side, Wetstein, Michaelis, Bretsch- 
neider (Lex.), and others, understand by card σάρκα in our text, 
circumcision ; σάρξ being frequently used to designate the physical 
member which was circumscised, or fleshly circumcision, e.g. Phil. 
iii. 3. Gal. vi. 12. 1 Cor. x. 18. Eph. ii. 11. Col. ii. 18; comp. Gen. 
xvii. 11, 14, 24, 25. Tholuck makes the objection to this exegesis, 
that the apostle does not undertake, in the sequel, to shew that circum- 
_cision was not the ground of Abraham's justification, but that works 
were not. He also suggests, that the second verse seems to construe 
κατὰ σάρκα as being equivalent in sense to ἐξ ἔργων. Calvin renders 
κατὰ σάρκα, naturaliter ; and Grotius, propriis viribus ; to support which 
appeal has been made to Matt. χνὶ. 17. Gal. i. 16; but there the 
phrase is, flesh and blood. But if we consider κατὰ σάρκα as the opposite 
of κατὰ πνεῦμα, and regard πνεῦμα as designating the gracious spiritual 
influences vouchsafed to believers under the gospel, the meaning of card 
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σάρκα would then be: ‘In respect to efforts by one's own natural 
powers, or efforts made in one’s own strength.’ This is the interpre- 
tation which for substance Tholuck defends. If, however, κατὰ odpxa 
‘is to be taken as qualifying εὑρηκέναι, (and so the present'text compels 
‘us to take it), I must prefer the predominant sense of it in the epistles 
of Paul, viz. in respect to circumcision ; comp. iii. 1, where the very 
same question is put in a more literal way. The meaning of the ques- 
tion would then be: What good or advantage has Abraham our father 
obtained, in respect to the distinguishing rite which separated him from 
all the world and consecrated him to God? Of what use was it? The 
apostle, in answer to the like question in chap. iii. 1, shews that the 
Jewish nation were all under sin and under condemnation, and that 
they can therefore lay no claim to justification on the ground of exter- 
nal privileges. The objector, however, is not satisfied with this general 
answer, but now suggests the case of Abraham as a more-urgent one, 
and wishes to know whether we can justly hold that no preeminence 
to him on account of the covenant and the rite of circumcision. 
‘The apostle in his answer does not deny, or rather he tacitly admits, 
that Abraham enjoyed some advantage on account of his extemal pri- 
He admits the same thing expressly of the whole Jewish 
jon, fii. 2. But as to the great subject in question, viz. gratuitous 
Paul avers at once that Abraham was not justified at all 
of his external advantages, or of any merit; for then he 
had matter of boasting. But this he has not before God ; 
may be the praise which his privileges or his conduct in 
al may deserve from men. 

‘The particular reason why Paul introduces the case of Abraham 
here, in distinction from that of the Jews at large, seems to be, the 
‘use which he is to make of it in the sequel, in refuting the assumption 
οἵ the objector. After shewing, in vs. 2—9, that the justification of 
Abraham must have been gratuitous, the apostle proceeds to a special 
refutation of the idea that Abraham could have been justified κατὰ 
σάρκα, i.e. on account of the rite and covenant of circumcision. 
‘Tholuck is therefore mistaken, when he states that the apostle has not 
Taboured to contradict this groundless objection of the Jew. Indeed 
he has made this contradiction so prominent and striking, that one 
cannot well avoid the supposition, that he had this thing in view, when 
he used the phrase κατὰ σάρκα. 

(2) Βὶ γὰρ -... καύχημα, if, however, Abraham was justified by 
works, he has ground of boasting. This seems to me to be the real 
response of the apostle, which is marked by the nature of the sentiment, 
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and the γάρ respondentis, as Bretschneider calls it, (Lex. in yap). 
Tap is undoubtedly sometimes employed in making replies, with the 
sense of yet, however, (see Matt. xxvii. 23. Luke xxiii. 22. John vii. 
41. ix. 30. Mark vii. 28); and so I have rendered it above. But 
when so employed, something is usually implied which precedes it. 
So here the apostle means the same as to say: ‘I concede that 
Abraham had advantages from his external condition and privileges, 
[comp. iii. 2, where this idea is expressed]; it is still true, however, 
that he was not justified by any works or merit of his own, certainly 
not in the sight of God; for the Scripture saith, &c.’ When the 
writer says εἰ, if, &c., he makes a supposition which he immediately 
and fully negatives. Ei ἐξ ἔργων ἐδικαιώθη means, if he were justified 
meritoriously, i.e. on the ground of any thing which belonged to him, or 
which he had done. 

᾿Αλλ᾽ .. .. θεόν, but not [i.e. he had no ground of boasting] before 
God. Whatever advantage, then, the Jew might attribute to Abraham, 
he could not justly attribute that of obtaining justification by his own pri- 
vileges or merits. So the writer goes on to prove from the Jewish Scriptures. 

Οὐ πρὸς τὸν θεόν may be considered either as referring to ἔχει 
καύχημα or to ἐξ ἔργων ἐδικαιώθη. The sense will be substantially the 
same. The immediate antecedent, in such a case, has the preference; 
and therefore I consider it as referring to ἔχει καύχημα. 

(3) For what saith the Scripture? And Abraham believed God, and it 
was counted to him for righteousness ; see Gen xv. 6, which runs thus: 
“ And he [God] counted it to him [Abraham] as righteousness.” 
Instead of the active form, the apostle (with the Seventy) employs the 
passive one, which for substance communicates the same sense. But 
what is λογέζεσθαι εἰς δικαιοσύνην 7 

This inquiry is of great importance in order to understand the 
present chapter, in which the expression mentioned is so often employed. 
In ver. 4, the phrase in question is exchanged for λογέζεταε κατὰ χάριν" 
which affords a view of its meaning that is entirely satisfactory. 
To reckon Abraham's belief as righteousness, cannot mean, that 
the simple act, on the part of Abraham, of giving credit to the divine 
testimony, was tantamount to complete obedience in all respects to the 
divine law, and was accepted as such. In this case, Abraham would 
have been accepted on the ground of his own merit; for his belief was 
as much his own act, as any kind of obedience could have been. To 
have his belief imputed or counted for righteousness, then, must mean, 
that in consequence of his belief, he was treated as righteous, he was 
accepted as righteous, i.e. he was gratuitously justified, treated as 
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righteous, or accepted as righteous. So vs.4,5; which speak so 
plainly to this point, that the force of their testimony cannot be avoided : 
see the remarks upon them, 

In regard to the faith of Abraham, (which, as described in Gen. 
xy. 6, is not appropriately faith in Christ), Heb. xi. shews, that all 
faith, i.e. all true faith, is of one and the same nature, and is connected 
with the like blessings. All true faith is confidence in God; con- 
fidence in his declarations, whether they have respect to the Messiah, 
or to any fact or doctrine whatever. Substantially, then, faith must 
always perform the same office ; for it is always essentially of the same 
nature. 

In order further to illustrate the meaning of λογίζεσθαι, κι τι Δ, to 
impute or reckon, &c., it may be remarked, (1) That the word some- 
times means, fo reckon to one what he actually possesses, to impute that 
to him which actually belongs to him, i.e. to treat him as actually 
possessing the thing or quality reckoned to him; e.g, Ps. cvi, 31 
(ον, 81), (comp. Numb. xxv. 10—13). 2 Sam. xix. 19, μὴ λογισάσθω 
ὃ εὑριός pov ἀνομίαν. Ps, xxxii, 2 (xxxi.2). 1 Cor. xiii. 5. 2 Cor. 
τ᾿ 19. 2 Tim. iv. 16. (2) It also means, to impute something to one 
which does not actually belong to him; to treat him as possessing what 
he does not actually possess, or as having done that which he has not 
te done; e.g. Lev. xvii. 4, αἷμα λογισθήσεται, blood shall be 
μὰ to that man, i.e. he shall be treated as if guilty of shedding 
b ; which he had not done, for so the sequel shews. So also 

12. 1 Sam. i. 13 (Sept.) Lam. iv. 2. Wisdom (Apocrypha) 
ii. 16. Such is plainly the sense, in Rom. iv. 3, 5, 6,9, 10, 11, 22, 
23, 24. So also ἐλλόγει, Philem. ver. 18. See the remarks at the close 
of ver. 5. 

‘The reader will note also, that in most of the cases just cited, εἰς 
is plainly used as equivalent to ὡς" and in the same sense the Hebrew 
Ὁ is often used, to which εἷς corresponds. 

(4) Τῷ ἐργαζομένῳ (Midd. voice), to him who worketh, i.e. to him 
who performs all the ἔργα νόμου, to him who yields entire obedience to 
the precepts of law; compare the remarks on ἔργα νόμου under iii. 20 
above. Ἐργαζομένῳ here is equivalent to ὁ ποιῶν τὰ ἔργα’ comp. 
iii. 20, 27, 28. ii. 15; also ver. 6 below. Luther translates: Der mit 
Werken umgehet; Beza: Is qui ex opere est aliquid promeritus, 
Tholuck defends Luther’s version. To me it seems to convey truth, 
but not the whole truth. Better has Turretin said: Per eum qui 
operatur non intelligimus . ... eos qui bona opera faciunt, sed eos qui 
perfecté implérunt legem Dei absque ullo defectu. 
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Ὁ μισθὸς. ... χάριν, reward is not regarded or counted as a matter 
of grace; i.e. it is his just due, as the sequel (ἀλλὰ card ὀφείλημα) 
shews ; a due in consequence of the promise or engagement of reward 
which the law contains, and not because the obedience of men can 
really profit the divine Being, so as to lay him under obligations on 
᾿ this account. 

(5) Τῷ δὲ μὴ ἐργαζομένῳ, but to him who does not yield perfect 
obedience ; plainly the opposite of the first part of the verse. The 
meaning is: ‘ To the sinner who has not exhibited perfect obedience, 
but πιστεύοντι, x.r.d., believeth on him that justifieth the ungodly,’ i.e. 
on Christ who died for sinners, and by whose death they are justified; 
comp. v. 8—~10. iv. 25. 1 Pet. iii. 18. Heb. ix. 28. 

Aoyllerac.... δικαιοσύνης, his faith ts counted as righteousness ; 
i.e. through belief in Christ who died for sinners, he comes to 
be treated or accepted as if he were himself righteous; in other 
words, through the favour of God he is freed from the penalty of the 
law, and accepted and treated as he would be, had he been perfectly 
obedient. 

But how can a man’s faith be counted as righteousness, and yet this 
man at the same time be gratuitously justified, i.e. justified without 
attributing to him any merit? Is not faith an act of his own? And if 
his faith be counted as righteousness, and he in this way be justified, 
why is he not justified as truly by his own doings, as if he were justified 
on the ground of perfect obedience ? 

These questions are very natural, and they have often been asked and 
urged. To answer them satisfactorily, we must recur for a moment to 
the nature of faith and works, as placed in contradistinction to each 
other by the apostle Paul. 

We have already seen (iii. 20), that ἔργα νόμον, (and therefore 
ἔργα, which, in this epistle, is for the most part only an abridgement of 
this phrase), means those works which the law requires. To do these 
works must of course mean, to do them as the law requires, i.e. to do 
all of them, and perfectly ; in a word, it means perfect obedience. This 
is one ground (the /egal one) of justification; and it stands on the 
simple basis: ‘‘ This do, and thou shalt live.” To be justified by works 
of law, or by works, means, of course, to be justified by complete or 
perfect obedience. 

To this the apostle directly opposes justification by faith, Rom. iii. 
27,28; comp. vs. 20—22. Consequently justification by faith means, 
gratuitous justification, So the apostle has shewn us most clearly, by 
averring that what he had called δικαιοσύνη θεοῦ διὰ πέστεως in iii. 22, is 
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the same as being justified δωρεὰν, τῇ αὑτοῦ χάριτι, ver. 23. ‘The con- 
trast also in iii. 27, 28 fully confirms the same view, 

In the verses which we are now considering (iv. 4, 5), this contrast 
is fully drawn out and presented to view. Ἐργαζόμενος is one who 
does all the ἔργα τοῦ νόμου, and so is entitled to the reward κατὰ 
ὀφείλημα, ice. agreeably to the promise made in the law. On the other 
band, 6 πιστεύων ἐπὶ τὸν δικαιοῦντα τὸν ἀσεβῆ is one, who, abandoning 
all hope of salvation on law-ground, i.e. by his own merit, puts his 
confidence in the Saviour only for pardon and acceptance with God. 
Now the faith by which he does this, is intimately connected of course 
with his justification; so that Paul very often speaks of δικαιοσύνη 
ἐκ πίστεως, and employs the phrases δικαιωθέντες ἐκ πίστεως, ἐδικαιώθη 
ἔκ πίστεως, &c. But the manner in which he speaks of justification 
every where ; the assertion that it is δωρεάν, that it is τῇ χάριτι, that 
it is bestowed on τῷ μὴ ἐργαζομένῳ" and the direct contrast which 
he makes between being justified by works, i.e. by perfect or 
meritorious obedience, and by faith; shew, beyond all reasonable 
question, that faith is never connected with justification as the meri- 
torious cause of it, but only as a conditio sine qué non, a state of heart 
and feelings without which the gratuitous benefits that Christ bestows 
‘on sinners, cannot be received. To use the language of the old writers : 
‘Tt is a mere meritum ex congruo, not a meritum ex condigno ;* i.e. it 
‘implies simply a fitness in the subject of blessings to receive them, not 
ἃ desert of such blessings. 

‘This is all plain. What then is it to have one’s faith counted for 
righteousness? This question is fully and most satisfactorily answered 
in ἵν. 6, 7. It is ‘to be forgiven χωρὶς ἔργων, without meritorious 
obedience, without having fulfilled the demands of the law; it is for 
‘one ‘to have no iniquity imputed to him.’ It is quite clear, then, 
that by λογίζεσθαι πίστιν cic δικαιοσύνην is not meant, that one’s faith 
is put in the place of perfect obedience to the law, and counted 
to him on the score of merit; but that faith, when exercised by the 
penitent sinner, is a means or instrument of his being regarded or 
treated as righteous. Yet the fact that he is so treated, is a mere 
gratuity; not something due to the sinner on the score of merit, a 
merit connected with his faith, Nothing can be made clearer than this 
is, by Rom. iii. 20—24, 28, 29. iv. 4,5,6,7. And according to these 
plain and certain views, are we to modify the expression λογίζεσθαι 
πέστιν εἷς δικαιοσύνην. Whenever faith is so counted, it is all of 
gratuity. ‘The faith of a sinner, is not what the divine law originally 
requires τ strictly speaking, then, it is not obedience to the law; the 
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faith of a sinner is a requisition of the gospel, (I mean faith in its 
appropriate Christian sense), as distinguished from the law. To 
count this faith as righteousness, is to treat the penitent sinner who 
possesses it, as if he were righteous, i.e. to deliver him from punish- 
ment and to advance him to happiness. It must of course be by 
gratuity altogether, that a sinner who has faith is thus treated. The 
very nature of the whole transaction shews this; for the faith in 
question is belief in a Saviour, who came to deliver sinners that were 
in a perishing condition. That deliverance is of grace. Faith is 
not of itself such an act of obedience to the divine Jaw, as that it will 
supply the place of perfect obedience. Nor has it any efficacy in 
itself, as a meritum ex condigno, to save men. It is merely the 
instrument of union to Christ, tn order that they may receive a gratustous 
salvation. But of this salvation we must always say, with Paul: “ If 
by grace, it is no more of works; otherwise grace is no more grace,” 
Rom. xi. 6. 

(6) Καθάπερ καὶ. ... ἀνθρώπον, in like manner, also, David speaks 
of the blessedness of the man. The apostle having adduced the example 
of Abraham, as being gratuitously justified through faith, now goes 
on to add the example of David, in order to shew, (what he had before 
asserted in iii. 81), that he does not disannul the Old Testament 
Scriptures by avowing the doctrine of gratuttous justification. Λέγει, 
describes, speaks of.—Maxapiopoy, the blessedness or the happiness, the 
great privilege. “Ok ὁ θεὸς .. . . ἔργων, i.e. whom God accepts and 
treats as righteous, χωρὶς ἔργων, without entire cbedience to the law, 
without having done all the works which the law enjoins; comp. ver. 5 
above, with the references there. 170 impute righteousness without 
works, is substantially the same as to impute faith for righteousness, as we 
have already seen. 

From the use made of δικαιοσύνη in vs. 8—6 here, and elsewhere in 
this chapter where the same phraseology occurs, it is evident that the 
word is not to be understood in the sense of justification, (which is the 
More common meaning of it in our epistle), but in the usual sense of 
WITS, viz. the doing of that which is right, obedience to the divine law. 
This results from the connexion in which δικαιοσύνη here stands, 
from the evident design of the writer, and from the particular nature 
of his phraseology. Paul is aiming to shew, that on the ground of 
perfect obedience (ΠΤ or δικαιοσύνη in the complete sense), no 
one can be saved; and that the Old Testament Scriptures teach us 
plainly, that even such men as Abraham and David were saved κατὰ 
χάριν... οὐκ ἐξ ἔργων. But how? The answer is, that, “ believing 
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im who justifieth the ungodly,” their “faith was counted for 
a ," i.e. they were gratuitously justified through faith, or 
through faith that acceptance with God, which would have 
perfect obedience or the δικαιοσύνη which the law of God 
5. In other words: Their faith was gratuitously reckoned 
τ it to the δικαιοσύνη demanded by the law. The nature of the 
id the object of the writer shew, therefore, that the δικαιοσύνη 
tioned is a legal one; and consequently that the meaning 
jon cannot be attached to it. And besides all this, the phrase 
εἷς δικαιοσύνην is peculiar, and shews that a special sense is 
d to it. To say—was counted for justification, would 
tolerable sense; but to say—was counted as complete obedience, 
‘be saying just what the apostle means to say, viz. that the 
“is gratuitously justified ; for through vs. 8—6, and for the most 
sequel, λογίζομαι is used in the second sense mentioned 
τ, ὃ, viz. that of imputing to one what in reality does not 
him. When the penitent sinner's faith is counted for 
i.e. when the penitent sinner is accepted and treated as 
us, then is something counted to him which does not 
e. righteousness is counted to him, when it does not 
ἢν It lies then upon the face of this whole matter, that his 

is gratuitous, and not of merit. 
ov, happy, greatly privileged.— Αφέθησαν, are remitted, 
to remit, forgive.—' Whose sins ἐπεκαλύφθησαν, are 
figurative expression, not unfrequently applied to the 
sin. To cover or conceal, is to remove from sight or notice ; 
are left out of sight and out of notice, of course are sins 

ot punished. 

the man, to whom the Lord imputeth not iniquity! Here 
‘means, to reckon a thing to one which actually belongs 
the sense No. 1, under ver. 3 above. The meaning is: 
‘the man who obtains forgiveness of sins, and is accepted and 
re ifhe were righteous.’ To impute one's own iniquity to him, 
is to hold him accountable for it in respect to the demands of punitive 


“This verse most clearly shews what Paul means by faith being 
in for righteousness; for he commutes with this phrase the 
covering sins and imputing not iniquity. To pardon sin, 
and to treat with favour, constitute the essential ideas intended to 
‘be conveyed by the above expressions, as used by the apostle. 

_ The apostle has now prepared the way to refute the special allegation 


ἕω: 
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designed to be made by the question in ver. 1, τί οὖν ἐροῦμεν ᾿Αβραὰμ 
τὸν πατέρα ἡμῶν εὑρηκέναι κατὰ σάρκα ; He has shewn that justification 
on the ground of merit or perfect obedience is out of the question ; for 
even Abraham and David were justified through faith gratuitously, 
and not ἐξ ἔργων. No ground of boasting, then, could be claimed by 
either of these conspicuous individuals. It was grace only that saved 
them. But if it is true, in the general sense here stated, that salvation 
is altogether a gratuity, one question (and but one) still remains, vis. 
ig this gratuity bestowed only on those who are circumcised, i.e. on 
the Jews only, or is it also granted to the Gentiles? The prejudiced 
Jew of course would hold to the first; and this is intimated in the 
question in ver. 1, and had been before more expressly signified in 
chap iii. 1. This part of the questions there put, the apostle did not 
directly answer in chap. iti., but contented himself with a discussion of 
the general question, whether in respect to offences against the divine 
law, and in regard to the matter of justification, the Jew had any pre- 
eminence over the Gentile. Having disposed of this subject in 
chap. ili., and fortified the general views there given concerning justi- 
fication, by appeals to the Old Testament in chap. iv. 1—8, he now 
comes to the special consideration of the question about circumcision, 
which was first asked in chap. iii. 1, and, as it had not been particularly 
answered in the sequel, is again virtually repeated by the εὑρηκέναι 
κατὰ σάρκα in chap. iv. 1. 

(9) The discussion on this particular point I understand him as now 
introducing, by the language of an objector. Ὃ paxapiopoc.... 
axpofveriay; [Cometh] this blessedness then upon the circumcised 
[only], or also upon the uncircumcised? That is: ‘ Granting the 
truth of the quotation which you have made, conceding the blessedness 
of the man whose sins are forgiven, and whose iniquities are covered, 
still I ask: Does such a blessedness belong only to the Jews? Or 
are we to suppose that David here means to include the Gentiles also? 
Do God’s promised mercies belong to his own peculiar people only ; 
or are we to credit it, that they are also bestowed on the idolatrous 
heathen ?’ 

The Jew doubtless felt that such questions must carry along with 
them their own answer, and that they would refute the position ad- 
vanced by the apostle. So confident is he of this, that he even suggests 
that the very Scripture which the apostle has been quoting, in respect 
to Abraham, proved a limttation of the blessings in question ; λέγομεν 
yap... ele δικαιοσύνην, for we say that faith was imputed to Abraham 
for righteousness. The word Abraham is of course emphatic, according 
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to this method of interpretation. The language of the objector means as 
much as to say: ‘Be it so that gratuitous justification is the only one 
which men can obtain ; still the Scripture, in declaring this, says only 
that faith was counted to Abraham, not to the uncircumcised Gentiles. 
Your quotation, therefore, does not establish your general assertion. 
It only proves that God’s covenant people were so justified.’ 

In this way of interpreting ver. 9, I find no difficulty in the λέγομεν 
yap" which seems incapable of any other satisfactory explanation. If 
the words are to be considered simply as the apostle’s, they must still 
be explained as virtually raising objections, or asking questions, that 
would naturally proceed from his opponent. 


(10) The reply of the apostle now follows: Πῶς οὖν .... axpo~ 
βυστίᾳ" How then was it counted? While he was in a state of ream: 
cision, or of uncircumcision? Not in a state of circwncision, but of 


uncircumcision. In ἐν περιτομῇ, x.7-., the ἐν stands (as often) 
before the Dative of condition, i.e. the Dative of a noun designating 
state or condition. 

‘The design of the writer is very plain. The objector suggests by 
his remarks, that only those within the pale of God’s ancient covenant 
‘of circumcision, received the blessedness which David describes. But 
this is not so; for Abraham's faith was imputed to him for righteousness, 
i.e. he was gratuitously justified, before the covenant of circumcision 
‘was made with him, and of course before he was a partaker in this rite. 
Consequently the blessedness in question is not limited to those who 
are cireumcised, and therefore does not depend on circumcision, 

(11) Καὶ σημεῖον... ἐν ἀκροβυστέᾳ, and he received the sign of 
circumcision as a seal of the righteousness by faith, which {he obtained] 
while in a state of uncircumcision. That is, circumcision was not the 
eause or ground of his faith being counted for righteousness, or of his 
being gratuitously justified ; it was merely a seal, i.e. a token of con- 
firmation (for such is σφραγίς, 1 Cor. ix. 2. 2 Tim. ii, 19) in respect 
to the blessing which he had before obtained. The allusion in the 
language, is to the practice of confirming written instruments, by seals 
placed on them in token of ratification. Τῆς δικαιοσύνης τῆς πίστεως 
might here be rendered, of the justification which is by faith; but the 
idiom of this chapter rather points us to a different version. There is, 
‘however, no ground for mistake here, inasmuch as the qualifying words 
τῆς πίστεως, in connexion with what had before been said, sufficiently 
guard against it. 

This circumstance alone is fatal to the claims of the bigoted Jew, in 
respect to circumcision. But the apostle is not satisfied with repelling: 
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the enemy. He advances into his camp, and takes entire possession 
of it. ‘Abraham was not only justified before he was circumcised, 
but this was done for the very purpose of confirming the truth which 
I am proclaiming. He was justified before the covenant of circum- 
cision, εἰς τὸ elvyac .... δικαιοσύνην, in order that he might be the 
father of all those who believe in a state of uncircumcision, so that 
righteousness might be imputed to them.’ That is, God, in justifying 
Abraham before he was circumcised, did intend to make him a father, 
i.e. an eminent pattern or example, to Gentile as well as Jewish 
believers, and to shew that righteousness might be imputed to the 
uncircumcised as well as to the circumcised. Av’ ἀκροβυστίας is an 
example of διά conditionis, i.e. of διά before a noun in the Genitive 
which designates state or condition. It is of the same import, when 
thus employed, as the Dative with ἐν as used above, and is here 
evidently commuted for it. The meaning of the whole verse is, that 
Abraham received the sign of circumcision as a confirmation of his 
justification by faith in an uncircumcised state; and this was thus 
solemnly confirmed, in order that he might be a spiritual father; i.e. 
an eminent pattern or example, to Gentiles who would also be gra- 
tuitously justified in an uncircumcised state. 

(12) In all this, moreover, the apostle admits that there was another 
object also in view, viz. that Abraham should be a spiritual father of 
the circumcised, as well as of the uncircumcised, 1. e. that he should be 
an eminent example to all, both Jews and Gentiles, of that justification 
which God bestows on men under the gospel dispensation. So the 
sequel: Kai πατέρα .... ᾿Αβραάμ, and also the father of those who are 
circumcised, who are not only of the circumcision, but walk tn the steps 
of that faith which our father Abraham had while in a state of unctreum- 
cision. The ellipsis in the construction of this part of the sentence 
must be filled up thus: [εἰς τὸ εἶναι] αὐτὸν πατέρα, κιτ. λ., which the 
mind spontaneously carries forward from the preceding clause. The 
connexion requires us to understand the apostle as asserting, that the 
sign of circumcision which Abraham received, as a seal of the righteous- 
ness of faith or a token of confirmation in respect to his gratuitous 
justification, was received by him in order that he might be the spiritual 
father of such Jews as imitated his example. The writer clearly makes 
the same distinction here, that he does in chap. ii. 28, 29. Not the 
literal posterity of Abraham, or his descendants by natural generation 
only, who received the external sign of circumcision in their flesh, were 
the children of this patriarch, in the sense here intended. 700 walk ἐκ 
the steps of Abraham's faith means, to follow the example of Abraham, 
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to possess and exercise a faith like his, ΤῈ is to such, and only to such, 
that Abraham is a spiritual father. 

‘This last clause of the verse renders very plain what is meant, when 
Abraham is called the father of both Gentile and Jewish believers. The 
word 38, πατήρ, employed in this way, designates an exemplar, a 
pattern, a leading and eminent example after which others copy; comp. 
for such a sense, Gen. iv. 20, 21. John viii. 38, 41, 44, where the devil 
is called the father of the wicked Jews ; comp. also 1 Mace, ii. δ4. In 
the verse before us, the children of Abraham are those who walk in the 
steps of his faith, i.e, imitate his example, 

One difficulty remains in respect to τοῖς στοιχοῦσι. The repetition of 

the article before it here, seems as if the writer intended to distinguish 
those whom it designates, from the τοῖς οὐκ ἐκ περιτομῆς μόνον, which by 
placing the οὐκ before τοῖς would mean, not only to those of the circum~ 
cision ; and then ἀλλὰ καὶ τοῖς, «.7.A. Would mean, but also to those 
who walk, &c., i.e. but also to Gentiles who imitate Abraham's faith. 
To this purpose the Syriac version, the Vulgate, Theodoret, Anselm, 
Castellio, Grotius, Koppe, and others. But the objection to this is, that 
heathen believers have already been mentioned in the preceding verse; 
and that the writer seems plainly here intending to characterize such 
Jews, and only such, as were the spiritual children of Abraham, i.e. to 
whom he was a spiritual father. The repetition of the article before 
στουχοῦσι in this case is indeed peculiar; Tholuck calls ita solecism, I 
regard it rather as a resumption of the sentence begun with the preceding 
τοῖς, and interrupted for a moment by the οὐκ ἐκ περιτομῆς μόνον ἀλλὰ καί. 
If these latter words are omitted, or regarded as parenthetic, and the 
second τοῖς (which is the sign of resumption) be omitted, the sentence 
runs smoothly. Nothing is more certain, however, than that anomalous 
constructions do occur, not only in the writings of Paul, but not unfre~ 
quently in classic heathen writers, 
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‘The apostle now proceeds to another illustration and confirmation of his asser- 
Sone respecting gratuitous justification, ‘The Jew gloried in belonging to ἃ nation 
to whom God had given a revealed law, and looked upon the preeminence which 
this gave him, as ἃ proof that God would treat him with special favour in a spiritual 

‘The reader has only to look back, and reperuse chap. ii. 17—24, in order 
to-see what dependance the Jews were prone to place upon the knowledge which 
they ‘of the holy Scriptures, and their superiority in this respect over the 
Gent In order to take away all ground of glorying in this manner, the apostle 


182 ROMANS IV. 18. 


here proceeds distinctly to remind them, that Abraham was not justified by any such 
privilege, the law having been given more than four hundred years after the time in 
which he lived. Such then as are his spiritual children, i. e. such as are justified on 
grounds like those on which he was justified, cannot regard the law as the ground of 
their justification. 

The proof of the writer’s position is very striking, and could not fail to make a 
deep impression on the mind of a serious Jew. The manner in which it is exhi- 
bited, is well adapted to make such an impression. ‘ Abraham,’ says the apostle, 
* did not receive promises for himself and his seed, on account of the law or by means 
of the law, but gratuitously, i. e. by the righteousness of faith, ver. 18. Now if the 

ion of the law, or obedience to it, were necessary to constitute Abraham and 
fis seed heirs of the promises, then heirship by faith, and the promises connected 
with this, would be annulled, because these were granted to Abraham before the 
giving of the law, ver. 14. The law, moreover, is so far from being the ground of 
such promises, that it is a means of indignation on the part of God toward sinners, 
i. 6. a means of their punishment; for it is the prohibitions of the law which consti- 
tute and define transgressions, and if there were no law, there could be no trans- 
gression, ver.15. Such being the case, the promises are made, not on the 
of law, but through the instrumentality of faith, i. e. gratuitously, in order that all 
the seed might be assured respecting them, both Gentiles who have not the law, and 
Jews who have it, provided they have like faith with Abraham, the spiritual father 
of all, ver. 16. The Scripture points out such a relation of Abraham to all true 
believers, and he is regarded as sustaining such an one, by him who raises the dead 
to life and calls things out of nothing into existence, ver. 17. Such was the faith of 
the father of believers, that he put entire confidence in the divine declarations, 
when, to all appearance, there was no ground to hope that they could be carried 
into execution ; so that he became the spiritual father of many nations, Gentiles as 
well as Jews, according to the tenor of the Scripture promise: So shall thy seed be, 
ver. 18. ᾿ 


(18) Οὐ yap.... σπέρματι αὐτοῦ, for not by the law was the promise 
made to Abraham, or to his seed. Διὰ νόμου, through law, by means of 
the law. The writer designs by it either to designate the possession of 
the law, or the privilege of living under it and being the depositary of 
it, or else he means obedience to it. I am inclined to give it the former 
sense here, on account of the οἱ ἐκ νόμον in ver. 14, which rather desig- 
nates such as live under the law, than those who fulfil it. 

What the promise made to Abraham and his seed was, the writer 
proceeds to tell us, viz. ro κληρονόμον .... κόσμον, that he should be 
heir or possessor of the world. This expression is found in none of the 
passages which contain the promises made to Abraham, Gen. xii. 1—3. 
xv. 1—6. xvii. 1—8. But in Gen. xv. 5 is a promise, that the seed of 
Abraham should be like the stars of heaven for multitude; and in Gen. 
xvii. 5 it is said: “Α father of many nations have I made thee.” 
That the apostle had his mind intent upon this text, is plain from ver. 17 
in the sequel. When he says, then, that the promise was that Abraham 
should be heir of the world, his meaning evidently is, that the seed of 
Abraham (in the sense here meant, viz. his spiritual seed), should be 
coextensive with the world, or (to use the phraseology employed in 
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‘of the promises made to Abraham), “in him should all the 
of the earth be blessed.” Taken in the sense now adverted to, 
before us would imply, that the spiritual seed of Abraham 
tensive with the world, i.e. should be of all nations. But 
hat more figurative way of understanding the phrase, 
ve world ; viz. to take it as an expression that designates the 
and important blessings. In such a way most clearly are 
ονομεῖν τὴν γήν to be taken, Ps. xxv. 13. xxxvii.9, 11. 
ii. 21. Matt. v.5. The former method of exegesis, 
here to be preferred, on the ground that ver. 17 developes 
t Paul here had a special meaning. 
that seed of Abraham, to whom the promise was specially 
ean this be but the Messiah? Who else of Abraham's seed 
or of all the earth, particularly in a spiritual sense? 
had such a view of this subject, is made quite certain 
It is true, indeed, that in respect to the promises of a 
made to Abraham, his literal descendants were the 
nd heirs of them; see Gen. xvii. 8. xv. 18. So also were 
some of them, bere of spiritual promises. But the specific 
to which the apostle alludes in our text, seems to have been 
εἶδέ, at least seems to have been fulfilled only by him, 


‘in question was not ded νόμου, i.e. on account of any 
οι ἃ with the giving of the law, for the law was not yet 
iE it was διὰ δικαιοσύνης πίστεως, through the righteousness of 
‘was gratuitously given, faith being the medium or instru- 
h it was conferred; see on iii. 22. 

dp... κληρονόμοι, if now they who are of the law, are 
it they who live under the law and enjoy its privileges, or 
who fulfil it, are heirs of the promise made to Abraham and 
Τρ here is prefixed to an additional clause designed to 
je preceding one—ydp confirmantis. Oi ἐκ νόμου may mean, 
who rest upon the law, make their boast of having fulfilled 
xxpect justification from it, (in which way Tholuck and many 
ave understood it); or it may mean, those who enjoy the privi- 

the distinction which a revelation confers. I prefer the latter 
being more consonant with the special object of the apostle ; 
@ is, to prove that no external rites or privileges can be the 
| justification before God. 
ν ἐπαγγελία, faith is rendered of no effect, and the pro- 
void. The reason of this is, that the promise was made to 
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Abraham and his seed, on the ground of faith, and therefore Pratuitously ; 
but if those only who enjoy the privilege of living under the law, (or 
those who obey the law), are heirs of the promise, and are so without 
walking in the steps of Abraham as to faith, then the ground of the 
promises to Abraham is done away. Neither his faith, nor the promise 
connected with it, is of any avail; because neither of them stands on 
law-ground, and neither depends on the privilege of possessing the law, 
or on the merit of obeying ἰῷ In a word, the ground of justification 
taken by those who plead for it ἐκ νόμου, is entirely diverse from and 
opposed to that, by which Abraham was justified, and on which the 
promises were made to him; and if they are in the right, the promises 
made to Abraham are of course null. 

(15) Ὁ γὰρ νόμος .... παράβασις, for the law ts the occasion of 
wrath ; for where there is no law, there is no transgression. I take this 
verse not to be an illustration or confirmation of the next preceding 
one, but of ver. 18, which declares that the promises made to Abraham, 
stand not upon law-ground, but on that of gratuity; or in other 
words, that they are made on condition of faith. Verse 14 assigns 
one illustration or confirmation of this assertion; which is, that on 
law-ground, both the faith of Abraham and the promises made to him 
would be null, inasmuch as the law (the apostle is speaking here of 
the Jewish law) was not yet given, or perfect obedience to the law 
was not yielded by Abraham. In ver. 15 a second reason is assigned 
by Paul, why the promise is not διὰ νόμον" and this is, that the law 
is the occasion of bringing upon us divine displeasure, by reason of 
our offences against its precepts. If there were no law, then there 
would be no transgression or sin. All sin is ἀνομία, i.e. want of 
conformity to the law of God, either as to omission or commission. 
Now as all men do sin, the law against which they offend (inasmuch as 
it prohibits and condemns sin) is the instrument of their condemnation, 
not of their justification. This is indeed no fault of the law, which is 
of itself, “‘ holy and just and good” (Rom. vii. 12); the fault lies with 
the transgressor. But when such transgressor appeals to the law as 
the ground of his justification, he must be told (as he is here told), 
that the law, instead of delivering him from death, condemns him to it ; 
nay, that its precepts, although altogether holy and just and good in 
themselves, and worthy of all respect and obedience, are nevertheless 
the occasion (the innocent occasion indeed) of the sinner's guilt and 
ruin. The fault lies in him ; but still, if there had been no precepts to 
transgress, and no penalty connected with transgression, then he could 
not have been a transgressor. It is on such ground, that the apostle 
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(chap. vii. 7—13) declares most explicitly, that “he had not known 
sin, except by the law;" that “sin, taking occasion by the law, 
wrought in him all manner of concupiscence ;” that “ without the law 
sin was dead,” i.e. the power of sin was inefficacious; but still, that 


“ the law is holy and just and good,” and all the fault lies in the 
transgressor. Chap. vii. 7, seq., is indeed an ample commentary on the 
sentiment expressed in the verse before us. 

Admitting the truth of the apostle’s representation, it follows, that 
those who have no knowledge of law, that is, no moral sense of any 
moral precept, cannot be transgressors. This is plainly and palpably 
the doctrine which he teaches; a doctrine which is sanctioned by the 
fundamental principles of our moral nature, and essential to the idea 
of right and wrong. In common cases, we never pronounce any man 
to be an offender against a moral law, unless he is an intelligent, rational, 
moral, free agent, Any one of these qualifications being found 
wanting, we absolve him from guilt. And does not Paul the same? 
But this does not settle the question when men begin to be such 
agents; for plainly they may be moral and free agents before they can 
read the Scriptures. The question as to the time when sinning begins, 
in each individual case, can be settled only by Omniscience. Why 
should we not be content to leave it with ‘ the Judge of all the earth, 
WHO WILL Do RIGHT?’ 

The first γάρ in this verse is coordinate with that in ver. 14, i.e. 
each of them stands related in the same way to the declaration in 
ver. 13, the one standing at the head of one illustration or confirmation 
of it, and the other at the head of another. The second γάρ in ver. 15 
is placed at the head of a reason or ground of the assertion immediately 
preceding; which is, that the law is the occasion or instrument of 
condemnation. How does this appear? In this way, viz. because that 
where there is no law, there is no transgression. The γάρ here, then, 
is yép confirmantis, i.e. preceding that which serves to confirm the 

expression immediately antecedent. 

(16) Because then the law can never justify, but ae condemn, it 
follows that, if justification be at all bestowed on sinners, it must come 
in some other way than a legal one. Διὰ roiro..«. χάριν, on this 
account it was of faith, that it might be of grace; i.e. justification is 
through the medium or in the way of faith, in order that it may be 
gratuitous; there being no way left in which it can be bestowed on the 
ground of merit. See the notes on ys. 4,5 above, Eig τὸ εἶναι... 
σπέρματι, in order that the promise might be sure to all the seed. On 
any other ground than that of grace or gratuity, the promise could not 
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be sure either to Abraham or to his seed; for if it were to be fulfilled 
only on condition of entire obedience to the Jaw, then would it never 
have any fulfilment, inasmuch as no mere man ever did or will exhibit 
perfect obedience. 

Οὐ τῷ... .᾿Αβραάμ, not only to him who is under the law, but 
to him who is of the faith of Abraham; i.e. the promise is given on 
gratuitous grounds, in order that it may not fail of being carried into 
execution, and that the blessings which it proffers may be bestowed on 
both Jew and Greek, that is, on all men without distinction, on all τοῖς 
στοιχοῦσι τοῖς ἴχνεσι τῆς ἐν τῇ ἀκροβυστίᾳ πίστεως τοῦ πατρὸς ἡμῶν 
᾿Αβραάμ. ° 

(17) This last idea, viz. that Abraham is the spiritual father of 
both Jews and Gentiles, the apostle now takes occasion farther to 
illustrate and confirm, by a reference to the Jewish Scriptures. Ὅς 
ἐστι... ἡμῶν, who ts the father of us all; καθὼς γέγραπται... .. 
σε, as it is written: A father of many nations have I made thee. 
Τέθεικά ce is the Septuagint rendering of 702, the Hebrew 379 
frequently meaning to put, place, or constitute ; in which meaning it 
is frequently followed by the Septuagint and New Testament, in the 
use of τίθημι. In respect to the original in Gen. xvii. 5, the only 
question is, whether the passage there means any thing more than 
that the literal posterity of Abraham should be very numerous. Tholuck 
and many commentators so construe it; but it seems clear to me, 
that the apostle puts a different interpretation upon it, and that he 
viewed it as having reference to a spiritual seed. This is made quite 
clear by comparing Gal. iii. 7. Rom. ii. 28, 29. iv. 11, 12, 16, 18. 
The embarrassment in the interpretation of Gen. xvii. 1—8 seems 
to arise principally from the fact, that promises of both a temporal 
and spiritual nature are there made. <A double paternity (so to speak) 
is assigned to Abraham; many nations are to descend from him 
literally ; his seed, 1. 6. some of them, are literally to possess the land 
of Canaan. But he is also to become the spiritual father (i. e. an 
eminent pattern or exemplar in regard to faith and justification by it) 
of ‘‘ many nations,” and in him are “all the families of the earth to be 
blessed,” Gen. xii. 3. 

Such a father he is to be κατέναντι ov... . θεοῦ, inthe sight of 
God whom he confided in or believed. Karévayri is equivalent to the 
Hebrew 729, 1239, 12017, ὍΣ, in the sight of, in the view of, 
before. The sentiment is this: ‘ Abraham is the father of many 
nations, in the sight of that God in whom he trusted or whose word he 
believed ;’ i.e. God has constituted him the spiritual father of many 
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nations. The construction of the verse is difficult, at first view, and 
has given rise to many critical doubts. I regard the real sense of it as 
being the same, as if the arrangement in Greek were thus: Karévayrt 
Θεοῦ ob [-- Φ] ἐπίστευσε. The οὗ is to be considered as a case 
of attraction, as grammarians say. See instances of this nature in 
John ii. 22. Mark vii. 13, Luke ii. 20, Acts vii. 17, 45. 1 Pet. iv. 11. 
John xv, 20, &c.; but in all of these cases, the noun precedes the 
pronoun which conforms to it. Examples however of the like nature 
with the present, are the following : viz. Mark vi. 16, ὃν ἐγὼ avace- 
φάλισα Ἰωάννην, οὗτός ἔστι" Acts xxi. 16, ἄγοντες παρ' ᾧ ξενισθῶμεν 
Μνάσωνι' Rom. vi. 17, εἰς ὃν παραδόθητε τύπον διδαχῆς" in which 
examples, indeed, the noun conforms to the pronoun as to its case. 
If we regard ov ἐπίστευσε as a circumstance thrown in, and to be 
mentally included in a parenthesis, the difficulty of the sentence will 
be removed. The present construction, after all, is somewhat anomalous, 
the usual order being thus: Κατέναντι θεοῦ ob ἐπίστευσε, κι τι λ. 

Τοῦ ζωοποιοῦντος «.«. ὄντα, who giveth life to the dead, and 
ealleth the things which are not, as if they were. Another contested 
passage, which I shall endeavour briefly to explain. To express the 
idea of divine, almighty power, is plainly the object of it. This it does 
by asserting that God raises the dead, and exercises creative, controlling 
power. In regard to τοῦ ζωοποιοῦντος τοὺς νεκρούς, it may mean 
generally, that God has the power to raise the dead, and exercises it; 
or, it may have a special reference to God’s promise to raise up a 
numerous progeny from Abraham, who was dead as to the power of 
procreation ; comp. Heb. xi. 17—19, and ver. 19 below, In either 
case the meaning is good. In the first, it is more expressive; in the 
second, more appropriate to the special object of the writer. 

Καλοῦντος τὰ μὴ ὄντα ὡς ὄντα is Hebraistic in its manner. Kahéw 
is sometimes employed like the Hebrew S72, ive. to designate the 
idea of commanding a thing to be or exist, which did not before exist ; 
e.g, 15. xli, 4. xlviii. 13; comp. 2 Kings viii. 1. Is. xxii, 12. 
Comp. also 2 Mace. vii. 28, ἐξ οὐκ ὄντων ἐποίησεν αὑτὰ ὁ θεός, which 
resembles in sense the phrase before us; also Philo de Creat. p. 728, 
τὰ μὴ ὄντα ἐκάλεσεν εἰς τὸ εἶναι. The reference in the mind of the 
writer, when he used the phrase before us, no doubt was to Gen. i. 3, 
seq. The calling of things that are not, is to command that they shall 
exist, in order to fulfil the purposes which the Creator has in view by 
bringing them into existence. This latter circumstance seems to have 
been overlooked ; and thus has arisen great perplexity among inter- 
preters. How, it has been asked, could God call into existence things 
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that are not, as if they were? A paradox, to be sure; for things that 
already are, we may well say, cannot be ¢alled into existence. But the 
meaning of the apostle in καλούντος is not simply bidding to exist, but 
directing, disposing of, commanding in any way and for any purpose, 
the things called. ‘ God,’ says he, ‘ can call into existence things that 
now have no existence, and employ them for his purposes, just as he 
directs and disposes of things that already exist; God calls ra μὴ ὄντα, 
just as he does τὰ ὄντα" things that now exist not, are under his 
control as really and truly as things that do exist, i.e. they can be 
made to exist and to subserve his purpose, in the same manner as 
things do which now already exist.’ Is there any room for difficulty, 
in respect to such a meaning as this? 


CHAP. IV. 18—25. 


The apostle having thus shewn that the doctrine of gratuitous justification by 
faith does not at all impugn the Scriptures of the Old Testament, by appealing to 
the example of Abraham and to.the declarations of David; and having more par- 
ticularly insisted on the justification of Abraham, previously to the covenant of cir- 
cumcision and independently of it; and this, in order that Abraham might be the 
spiritual father of all believers, both Jews and Gentiles; he now concludes the 
whole by an animated description and commendation of Abraham's faith, and by 
pointing out the happy consequences of imitating it to all who profess to be the 

isciples of Christ. First, Abraham hoped, when to all human appearance there 
was no ground of hope, that he might become the father of many nations through 
the birth of a son, ver. 18. His strong faith led him to overlook his own extreme 
old age and that of Sarah, ver. 19; to trust with full confidence in the simple 
promise of God respecting a son, thus giving glory to God by reposing in him such 
an unlimited trust, and by being so fally persuaded that he would perform what he 
had promised, ve. 20, 21. On this account, he was justified through his faith, 
ver. 22; nor was this fact recorded merely for his sake, but also for our sake, that 
we may be inspired with the hope of attaining to the like justification, provided we 
believe in the declarations of him who raised up Jesus from the dead, and proposed 
him to the world as the object of saving belief, inasmuch as he died for our offences, 
and rose again in order that we might be justified. 


(18) “Oc παρ᾽ ἐλπίδα ἐπ᾽ ἐλπίδι ἐπίστευσεν, who against [all apparent] 
ground of hope, believed in hope that he should become the father, §c. 
The expression παρ᾽ ἐλπίδα ἐπ᾽ ἐλπίδι, is what the Greeks call ὀξύμωρον 
[oxymoron], i.e. a sharp, pointed saying, which to appearance exhibits 
a kind of contradiction ; like the Latin spes insperata, ignavia strenua, 
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ἅς, The παρ' ἐλπίδι, beyond or against hope, in this case, refers to the 
circumstances recounted in ver. 19. 

Kurd τὸ εἰρημένον, viz. in Gen. xv. 5.—Oirwe, 90, viz. like the stars 
in respect to number, to which Abraham had just been pointed, i.e. 
innumerable; Ps. cxlvii. 4. 

(19) Μὴ ἀσθενήσας, not being we being strong; the negative 
form of declaration being used, where an affirmative sense is meant. 
So, “ He confessed, and denied not, but confessed,” John i. 20. The 
Greeks call this mode of expression, λιγότης (smallness, slenderness), 
or μείωσις (diminution); because it seemingly diminishes from the 
full strength of the positive form. Often, however, (as here), it is 
equivalent in all respects to the affirmative or positive form. 

Τῇ πίστει, Dative of condition, being strong in faith or in respect to 
faith, ice. having strong confidence, 

Οὐ κατενόησε, he did not regard. —Hén veverpwpévor, already dead, 
i.e. inefficient with regard to procreation; comp. Heb. xi. 12. Gen. 
xvii. 17.—Kai, nor, inasmuch as it follows οὗ in the preceding clause. 
So in Hebrew, } following NS means nor, Heb. Gramm. § 358. Note.— 
Τὴν νέκρωσιν τῆς μήτρας -- τὴν μήτραν τὴν νενεκρωμένην. Comp. the 
age of Sarah at this time, Gen, xvii. 17. 

(20) Οὐ διακρίθη, he did not doubt, did not. hesitate; comp. Rom. 
xiv. 23. James i, 6. ii. 4. Matt. xxi, 21. Mark xi. 23,—Eic ἐπαγγε- 
λίαν τοῦ θεοῦ, respecting the promise of God.—Ty ἀπιστίᾳ, through, 
by reason of, an unbelieving spirit; the Dative is frequently employed 
in this way, in the same sense which the Genitive preceded by διά 
would have; Winer, Gramm. Excurs. p, 71. 16. 6. 

"AN ἐνεδυναμώθη τῇ πίστει, the opposite of the preceding expres- 
sion, he firmly and confidently believed, or he was confident through 
belief ; τῇ πίστει being the Dative of manner or means ; see Winer ut 


a aay J, 
Anie δύξαν τῷ θεῷ, giving glory to God. The Hebrew inp oa 
2 means, to shew by our actions that we acknowledge any attribute 
of God; which is ascribing to him what belongs or is due to him. So 
here, Abraham, by the strength of his confidence, did in the highest 
manner ascribe to God omnipotence and veracity. Comp. John ix. 24. 
Josh. vii. 19. The meaning of the phrase as here employed by the 
writer, is given in the next verse. 

(21) Καὶ πληροφορηθεὶς ὅτι, κι τ᾿.» ἃ repetition or epexegesis of 
what the preceding clause asserts. ‘Being strong in faith” there, is 
equivalent to πληροφορηθείς here, which means, being fully persuaded.— 
*O ἐπήγγελται, that what had been promised, or rather, what he had 
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promised. This last rendering can be retained, because the Perf. pass. 
not unfrequently has an active sense, inasmuch as it serves for the Perf. 
Middle as well as Passive, (Buttm. Gramm. ὃ 128.4). So in Acts xiii. 2, 
apooxéxAnpat, I have invited. Acts xvi. 10. 1 Pet.iv. 1. John ix. 22.— 
Kai ποιῆσαι, also to perform, καί in the sense of etiam, quoque, as it 
often is; i.e. καί intensive. 

(22) Atco... . εἰς δικαιοσύνην, wherefore (his belief] was counted to 
him as righteousness ; in other words, through his faith, he was counted 
or treated as righteous ; he was admitted to the divine favour. See on 
ver. 5 above. 

(23, 24) Nor was this method of justification and acceptance limited 
to Abraham. The history of it is recorded as an example, for the 
encouragement and imitation of all others down to the latest period of 
time. Those who believe in him who raised up Jesus from the dead 
(comp. ver. 17 above), i.e. those who believe in what God has done 
and said with respect to the Messiah, the only foundation of the sinner’s 
hope, will be justified through their faith, in like manner as Abraham 
was by his. 

(25) Παρεδόθη, was given up, was delivered up, viz. to death, 
Matt. xxvi. 2.—Ara rd παραπτώματα ἡμῶν, comp. Is. lili. 12, 5, 6, 8. 
Gal. i. 4. ii. 20. Tit. ii. 14. 

Διὰ τὴν δικαίωσιν ἡμῶν, on account of our justification, i.e. our 
acceptance with God. Christ rose from the dead, in order that this 
great and glorious work might be completed. The primary object of 
his death is here stated as being expiatory, i.e. as having a special 
influence on that part of justification which has respect to remitting the 
penalty of the divine law. But as justification, in its full sense, 
comprehends not only forgiveness, but the accepting and treating of any 
one as righteous, it implies of course the being advanced to a state of 
glory. The resurrection of Christ was connected with this; for “if 
Christ be not risen, then our faith is vain.” By his resurrection he 
was prepared to receive the kingdom given him of the Father, and 
thus to complete the redemption of those who believe in him. 
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CHAP, V. 1—21. 


The having now shewn, (a) That all men, Jews and Gentiles, are 
sinners; (2) That they are therefore under the condemning sentence of the divine 
Jaw; (6) That the only method of escape from the execution of this sentence, is b 

jtous , ie. by justification obtained through the death of Christ; an 
(d) That all this is no new doctrine, but one inculcated in the Oli Testament both 
by precept and example; he next proceeds, in chap. v. to exhibit te blessed fruits 
of this pardon or justification, (1) We have peace with God, (with whom we were 
befnre in a state of enmity, being alienated from him, comp. vs. 6—10), and we 
enjoy, through Christ, free access to a state of favour with God, and thus are led to 
in the hope of future glory, vs. 1,2. (2) We arc supported and comforted in 
our afilictions during the present life; nay, we may even rejoice in them as the 
instruments of spiritual good to us, vs. 3—5. (8) All this good is rendered certain, 
and the hope of it sure, by the fact that Christ, having died for us while in astate of 
enmity and alienation, and having thus reconciled us to God, will not fail to perfect 
the work which he has thus begun, vs. 6—10, (4) We may now rejoice in God, 
Ss ἧς as truly our covenant God as he has been that of the Jews), on account of 
reconciliation which Christ has effected, ver. 11. (6) This state of reconciliation 
or filial relation to God, is now extended to all men, (i. 6 proffered to all, laid open 
for all, rendered accessible to all), in like manner as the evils occasioned by the 
sin of our first ancestor have extended to all, vs. 12—14; yea, such is the greatness 
of Christ's redemption, that the blessings procured by his death far exceed 
the evils occasioned by the, sin of Adam, vs. 15—19; they even exceed all the 
= consequent upon the sins of men, who live under the light of revelation, 
vs. 20, 21. 

‘Such appears to me the sum of what is taught in chap. v. ‘The difficulties attend- 
ing the interpretation of this pastage, I readily acknowledge, and have long and 
deeply felt. ‘To the study of them I have devoted much more time, than to any 
other equal portion of the holy Scriptures. I do not persuade myself, however, that 
T have succeeded in all respects with regard to the solution of them s much less do I 
Expect, that what T shall propose will he eatsfctory to the minds of all thers 
What I could do, 1 have done} if others succeed better, it will be matter of sincere 
joy tome. One thing I cannot help remarking here; which is, that any exegesis 
‘vs. 12—21, which represents the contents as irrelevant to the tenor of the context 
both before and after these verses, must wear the air, of course, of being an impro- 
bable one. Never have I found more difficulty, however, than in satisfying myself 
of the relation which vs. 12—21 do in fact hold to the surrounding context; and in 

‘how they bear upon the theme discussed in vs. 111. ‘The result of my 
investigations is given, as to substance, under No. 5 above. 

‘Tholuck states his result a little differently: “ ΤῸ render more conspicuous 
the feuits obtained by redemption, the apostle contrasts the state of mankind as a 
whole, and as being in the misery of their unredeemed condition, with the state of 
mankind as a whole, in their happiness as _partakers of the benefits of redemption. 
By astriking parallel, he exhibits mankind in Adam the head and source of our 
ταν μεθ, tad'ies Christ the htad’ aod ‘source of 4, ἀ redeemed, and: he s0 
represents this, that redemption appears to be the greatest and most important 
occurrence which has taken place with regard to mankind—the central point of all 
spiritual life and all happiness.” (Comm. tiber Rom. p. 158. edit. 3). Whether this 
summary comes nearer than my own to the true exhibition of the contents of 
ys. 12—21; in particular, whether it harmonizes better with the context; I submit 
to the reader to decide, when he shall have carefully studied the whole. In the 
mean time, I acknowledge with gratitude the important aid that I have received 
from the Commentary of the above named excellent writer. 

‘The reader will find a statement of the contents of vs, 12—19, more detailed than 
the above, at the commencement of the commentary on this passage, 
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(1) Ἔκ πίστεως, i.e. gratuitously; by means of belief, instead of 
perfect obedience ; see on chap. iv. 5 above. 

Εἰρήνην ἔχομεν, we have peace; here in opposition to a state of 
enmity, a state of alienation ; see ver. 10. 

Διὰ τοῦ K. 1. Χριστοῦ, viz. by the reconciliation which he has effected, 
ver. 11. 

(2) Δι οὗ καί, by whom αἶ8ο.--- Τὴν xpocaywyhy, access, as well as 
reconciliation; comp. Eph. 1]. 18. ili. 12. We bave access εἰς τὴν 
χάριν ταύτην, i.e. to this state of favour or grace, in which we now 
stand or are. 

Tholuck and some others: ‘ We have access (to God], by belief 
in the grace or gracious condition in which we continue.’ I prefer the 
other construction ; and so most interpreters have done. 

Kai καυχώμεθα, and we rejoice ; i.e. in addition to peace, and access 
to a state of favour, we are filled with joy, in the hope of that glory 
which God will bestow. Θεοῦ is here Genitivus auctoris. 

(3) Ob μόνον de, ἀλλὰ κανχώμεθα, x.7.r., not only so, but we 
also rejoice, &c. This is a formula of transition, or of enumeration 
of particulars, answering to our numcrical divisions in a discourse ; 
comp. ver. 11. 

Elddrec, knowing, having assurance, viz. from our relation to God, 
and from his gracious purposes toward us. 

“Ort... .xarepyagerat, produces patience or perseverance. Neither 
of these virtues can be exercised without sufferings and trials. Afflic- 
tions, therefore, are essential to the cultivation of them. They are not, 
indeed, the direct and efficient cause of patience; but they are at least 
an occasion or instrumental cause. ) 

(4) Δοκιμήν, trial or approbation. Either rendering is correct; for 
perseverance or patience in the enduring of afflictions, makes thorough 
trial; and the same virtue secures approbation. I prefer the second 
meaning, viz. approbation; because it more naturally connects itself 
with the ἐλπίς that follows. Comp. δοκιμάζω, which means to try, and 
also to approve. 

᾿Ελπέδα, hope, which springs of course from the approbation bestowed 
on patient endurance of suffering for virtue’s sake. 

(5) Οὐ καταισχύνει, will not disappoint ; as the sequel shews. So 
the Hebrew, wine ud 

“Ore ἡ ἀγάπη τοῦ θεοῦ, x.r.d. The first reason given why the 
Christian’s hope will not disappoint him, is, that the love of God [love 
toward God] is diffused (ἐκκέχνται) in his heart or mind, i.e. is copiously 
given to him; and this, by that holy Spirit which is imparted to him, 
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ive. by the gracious residence or influence of that Spirit who dwells 
in the hearts of believers; 1 Cor. vi. 19. iii. 16, 2Cor. vi. 16; comp. 
2 Cor i. 22, where the spirit in the hearts of believers is called their 
ἀῤῥαβών, the pledge of their future happiness, the pledge that their 
salvation is secure. Comp. also Eph. i. 13, 14, where the same senti- 
ment is fully expressed. 


CHAP. V. 6—10. 


Verses 6—10 are a kind of episode, (if I may so speak), and contain an illus- 
tration and confirmation of the sentiment expressed in ver. δ, viz. that Christian 
hope will not disappoint them. To shew that this is truly the case, the writer goes on 
to produce an illustration, which exhibits an argument of the kind called ἃ majori 
‘ad minus ; i.e. “if Christ has already done the greater thing for you, viz. reconciled 
you to God when you were in your sinful state, how much more will he complete 
the work, the greatest and most difficult part of which has already been accom- 

abort? 
inet view, the passage before us seems to be more direct, in respect to the 
perseverance of the saints, than almost any other p: in the Scriptures which I can 
find. ‘The sentiment here is not dependant on the form of a particular expression, 
(as it appears to be in some other passages); but it is fundamentally connected with 
the very nature of the argument. 


(6) "Ere γὰρ Χριστὸς ὄντων ἡμῶν, a singular metathesis or transposition 
of the particle iri, which belongs to ὄντων, and plainly qualifies it— 
Γάρ confirmantis here, i.e. it stands before a paragraph which assigns a 
eause or ground of the assertion in the preceding sentence, viz. that the 
hope of the Christian would not disappoint him. 

"Ἔτι ὄντων ἡμῶν, while we were yet, or we yet being. 
literally, destitute of strength ; here plainly in a moral sense, 
tute of moral vigour, without any holy energy, in a state of moral 
indisposition. 

Κατὰ καιρόν, in due time, at an appointed or set time, viz. that fixed 
upon in the counsels of God. Comp. Sept. in Job ν. 26, Is. Ix. 22 
comp. also Luke xxi. 24,8. Heb. xi. 11. Gal. iv. 4. 

Ὑπὲρ ἀσεβῶν, i.e. ὑπὲρ ἀσεβῶν [hyd], for [us] who were ungodly. 
It is plain that ἀσεβῶν here means the same as ἀσθενῶν in the pre- 
ceding clause. 

(7) Γάρ illustrantis, i.e. yap declarative. The sequel is designed 
to illustrate the great benevolence which the death of Christ displayed. 
Δικαίον is here used in distinction from ἀγαθοῦ. Often they are 
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synonymous ; yet they are capable of distinct use, and are not unfre- 
quently, in classic usage, distinguished from each other. E, g. Cicero: 
“ Recte justum virum, bonum non facilé reperiemus ;” de Offic. III. 
15, Again: “Jupiter Optimus dictus est, id est, beneficentissimus,” 
So in the Talmud (Pirqe Aboth, δ. 10) it is said: “ There are four 
kinds of men; (1) Those who say: What is mine is mine, and what 
is thine is thine; these are the middling men. (2) Those who say: 
What is mine is thine, and what is thine is mine; these are the 
common people. (3) Those who say: What is mine is thine, and what 
is thine is thine; these are the EYYOM, i.e, ἀγαθοί. (4) Those who 
say: What is mine is mine, and what is thine is mine; these are the 
ΡΨ." So, by the Seventy, TDM is usually distinguished from ΤΥ; 
inasmuch as the former is usually rendered ὅσιος, while the latter is 
translated by δίκαιος. Δίκαιος may be used (and not unfrequently 
is used), to designate a person who is innocent merely; so in the 
Septuagint, Exod. xxiii. 7. Gen. xviii. 23, seq. So in the New Testa~ 
ment, Matt. xxvii, 19, 24. It corresponds also to the Hebrew ὙΠ, 
Proy. i. 11. vie 17, Joel iii. 19. 

In using δίκαιος, therefore, as designating a character somewhat 
different from ἀγαθός, and inferior to it, the apostle has not varied 
from sacred and classic usage. Δίκαιος clearly means here one who is 
just in the common sense of the word, one who is free from crimes cog- 
nizable by law, one who does not defraud, &c. For such an one, the 
apostle says, it would be rare to find any person willing to volunteer 
the sacrifice of his life. 

‘But for an ἀγαθός, i.e. a benevolent or beneficent man, a TOO, 
some perhaps might venture to lay down their lives.’ This has, in 
fact, not unfrequently been done. The difference between the’ readi= 
ness of men to hazard their lives, for a man of peculiar and overflowing 
benevolence of heart, and for a man who merely pays a nice regard 
Sse all seame tyne ls κου oy ete 
heart, 

(8) Yet the grace of the gospel has far surpassed any τα δ αν δ 
human benevolence. Συνίστημι, commends, sets forth, ἀἰσρίαιγαιττο: 
᾿Αγάπην, benevolence, kind feeling, ONT, compassionate ‘kindness — 
Ὑπὲρ ἡμῶν, in our stead, or on our account, In either 

the sense here must be, that the death of Christ saved ws from that, 
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indignation. Τὴ other words: ‘ If Christ by his death has accomplished 
our reconciliation, while we were in a state of enmity; a fortiori we 
may expect that the great work, thus begun and accomplished as to the 
most difficult part, will be completed.’ 

(10) A repetition of the same general ideas, in which the sentiment 
of the whole is compressed, and rendered prominent. Θανάτου, κι τ. δ, 
here, corresponds to τῷ αἵματι αὐτοῦ in the preceding verse.—'Ev τῇ ζωῇ 
αὐτοῦ, the antithesis of θανάτου αὐτοῦ. Meaning: " If we were reconciled 
to God, when enemies, by a dying Saviour ; ἃ fortiori shall we now 
attain salvation, when thus reconciled, through a living one; i.e, if 
Christ in his humble and suffering state reconciled us to God, much 
more in his exalted and glorified state will he complete the work thus 


(11) Οὐ μόνον δὲ, ἀλλὰ καὶ, κι τ᾿ Δ., and not only [do we rejoice in 
afflictions, ver. 3, as tending to produce a hope of glory, which the 
death of Christ has rendered sure and certain], but we rejoice, κανχώ-: 
pevol [ἐσμεν in God, viz. as our God, our covenant God, our supreme 
and eternal joy; comp. Rev. xxi. 8, Heb. viii. 10. Zech. viii, 8. 
Jer, iv. 2; also John viii. 41, 54. Rom. ii. 17, which last passage shews 
the claims of the Jews in respect to their covenant relation with God. 
The apostle means to intimate in our text, that all which the Jews 
boasted of, is in reality secured to Christians. 

The verse before us is not so much a distinct ground or reason for 
rejoicing, as it is a summary or consummation of all the grounds of it ; 
for to rejoice in God as our God, expresses the consummation of all 
the Christian's happiness. In respect to form or mode of expression, 
it constitutes a diverse head; and it is one which is really diverse in 
this respect, viz. that it is more generic than the others. The phrases 
in vs. 1, 3, and 11, viz. κανχώμεθα---οὐ μόνον δὲ ἀλλὰ καὶ---οὐ μόνον δὲ 
ἀλλὰ xai—present the natural divisions of the apostle’s discourse, and 
correspond to our Ist, 2d, 3d, in English. 

Τὴν καταλλαγὴν ἐλάβομεν receives its form from the expression in 
ver. 10, κατηλλάγημεν, κι τιλ. The word means reconciliation ; and 
such is the sense in which our English translators here used the word 
atonement (quasi at-one-ment). 
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CHAP. V. 12—19. 


That thas ts one of the most difficult passages in all the New Testament, will be 
conceded. 1 believe. by all sober and reflecting critica. As I have before remarked, 
T have bestowed repeated and long-continued efforts upon the study of it. I do not 
say this, however, as affording in itself even a presumptive proof that I have at last 
attained to a right umferstanding of it: but only to shew that I have felt, and in 
axe measure rightly estimated, the difficulties attendant upon the nature of an 
undertaking to explain it. and have not neglected any efforts within my power to 
OTe ence dee M this pabsage is indeed It lies, upon 

The anata design of th: is i in. Itlies, one say, the 
fare of it, Tt ἐξ this vi. nt exalt our τέρεν respecte the blessings which Chris 
has procured for us. by a compartson of them with the evil consequences which 
easucd upon the fall of our first ancestor, and by shewing that the blessings in ques- 
tion net only extend to the removal of these evils, but even far beyond this; so that 
the grace of the gvepel bas act only abounded, but suprrabeunded.’ 

Even the meet unpractseed crite can hardly fail to discern the general object, 


aurmen formed specula i 
relative to the varicus topics on which the paragraph before us has been supposed to 
touch. 

A full syocpeis of what is taught in vs. 12—19, comprises the following parti- 
culars; vis. δὴ Sin entered the workd [commenced], by the offence of Adam; and 
death. ie. punishment of misery, came in as the necessary result of it. In like 
manner, death came upon all men, because that all became sinners, ver. 12. 

(6) It is indeed true. that all men have been the subjects of ain and death; for 
that even those hare been τὸ, who have not hved under the light of revelation, or 
been made acquainted with anv ¢xpevss commands af God, is proved from the fact, 
that all those who lived between Adam and Moses, were sinners, and lay under 
sentence of death, ws. 13. 14 


decrve of it. for here is a wile diversity); ver. 14 last clause. 

id) That the trad and έχουν of influence which Adam had on all men, is not like 
that which Christ bas on them; of that aii plan rexarded pr ab igs ita 
is not to be so reganied in these respects; is plain, (1) From that Adam 
occasioned the c«iemectem of all men: but Christ delivers mankind from con- 
demnation, and bestows eternal happiness on them, ver. 16. (2) The condemnation 
of which Adam was the occasion, has respect only to ear offence ; the which 
Christ procured, cxtends to many offences, ver. 16. Hence, (3) If death reigned 
over men because of ome offence, much more shall they reign in life, who through 
Christ receive pardon for masy offences, and a title to future blessedness, ver. 17. 

Having thus guarded his readers against extending the idea of τύπος to puints of 
which rrmes cannot be predicated; and having shewn that the influence of Christ 
on the human race is exactly the rveeree of that of Adam, in respect to its kind or 
eafare; and also that it far surpasees it in degree; the a bow returns to the 
consideration of the real point of resemblance or τύπος between Adam and Christ, 
viz. the anirersality οἵ extent of influence. This he states as follows : 

ie’ As the consequences of Adam's sin were extended to all men, 90 the conse- 
quences of Christ's obedience (viz. unto death’ are extended to all; ie. Jews and 
Gentiles all come on an equal footing into the kingdom of Christ, or the blessings 
which the cuspel proders are made equally accessable to all men without exception ; 
and to all on the same terms or conditions, vs. 18, 19. Compare, as an illustration 
of this last idea. Rom. iti. 23 —S0. 


and others assign to διὰ τοῦτο in such places. But in such instances, 
the illative form of the phrase does not involve a syllogistic or logical 
deduction or inference from what precedes ; it indicates only, that the 
expression of the sentiments disclosed im the sequel, was occasioned by 
what precedes, or that the sequel was suggested to the mind by that which 
precedes. 


Such an illation or deduction (if it may be so called) as this, may be 
admitted in our text; nay, it is altogether probable: but a syllogistic 
or logical one cannot be made out; at least, I am unable for myself 
to perceive how it can be made out. Admitting, however, the former 
kind of illation, we have no specific formula of expression in English, 
which will designate the exact shade of it, i.e. the peculiar nature of 
the connexion, in the case before us, between what precedes διὰ τοῦτο 
and what follows it. 

Tn a sense like the one just mentioned, Schott understands διὰ τοῦτο, 
in his able Essay on Rom. v. 12—14 (Opusc. Vol. I. p. 318, seq.) 
But Tholuck and Flatt both represent διὰ τοῦτο here as illative ; although 
they do not shew how the sequel is a deduction from what precedes, 
Nor has any writer with whom I am acquainted, satisfactorily done 


—— 
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this; I mean, no one who makes these words illative here in a logical 
sense. - 

I would propose another method, somewhat diverse from this, of 
illustrating this phrase, which is so difficult; difficult not in itself, i.e. 
not as to the sense in which it is commonly employed, but difficult 
here, by reason of the connexion in which it stands. Διά, as 
explained by Passow, has all the various meanings of the German 
wegen, which means, on account of, because of, in respect to, in relation to, 
for the sake of, &c. Now if the meaning in respect to, be adopted here, 
the sense will be thus: ‘ Jn respect to this,'—viz. this matter or subject 
of reconciliation, of which the apostle had just spoken, or in respect to 
this matter of rejoicing in God through Christ who has effected a recon- 
ciliation—* in respect to this I say (λέγω being implied), that as by one 
man [Adam] evils were brought upon all the human race, so by one 
man [Christ Jesus] superabounding good is effected for all, best hed 
reconciliation accomplished by him.’ 

The connexion of thought would then be substantially as follows: 
*T have farther to say, in regard to the reconciliation effected by Christ, 
that it enures to the benefit of all men without exception, of Gentiles as 
well as Jews; in the same manner as the evils brought on the human 
race by Adam, have occasioned mischief to all; although the blessings 
conferred by Christ, far surpass in degree the evils in question.’ 

Considered in this way, vs. 12—19 are designed at once to confirm 
the statement made in chap. iii. 23—30, and iv. 10—18, i.e. to confirm 
the sentiment, that Gentiles as well as Jews may rejoice in the recon- 
ciliation effected by Christ; while, at the same time, the whole repre~ 
sentation serves very much to enhance the greatness of the blessings 
which Christ has procured for sinners, by the contrast in which these 
blessings are placed, I cannot perceive the particular design of intro- 
ducing such a contrast in this place, unless it be to shew the 
and justice of extending the blessings of reconciliation to the Gentiles 
as well as to the Jews, and to set off to the best advantage the greatness 
of these blessings. In respect to the former of these designs it may 
be remarked, that the Gentiles, in common with the Jews, being 
sufferers on account of the sin of the first Adam, the propricty of 
extending help to them by the gratuitous salvation of the gospel that 
had been effected by the second Adam, becomes the more 
In respect to the latter design, it is clear that the abounding grace of 
‘the gospel is rendered more striking, by virtue of the contrast which 
the apostle presents. 

Admitting such connexion and coursé of thought as T have now 
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pointed out, it would follow, that ded τοῦτο is substantially an elliptical 
expression here, and that λέγω should be virtually understood after it. 
‘This will make it in substance (although not in form), a phrase or 
formula of transition, That it is sometimes employed in a way like 
that now suggested, the reader may satisfy himself, by consulting 
Matt. xiii. 13,52. xviii, 28. xxi. 43. Mark xii. 24, Rom. xiii. 6. 
‘Matt. vi. 25, where λέγω ὑμῖν is expressly supplied; as it is also in 
Matt. xii. 81. xxi. 43. 

On the whole, I feel constrained to adopt this method of interpretation ; 
at least T must do so, until I can find one which will better consist 
with the subject of the discourse, in the preceding and succeeding 
context, Such a method is plainly consonant with the laws of language, 
i.e. with the usus loquendi of the New Testament. It has not yet 
been shewn, so far as I am able to judge, that any of the commonly 
proposed methods of interpretation will better suit the context. May 
I not add, respecting most of them, that they do not at all harmonize 
with it? 

"Ὥσπερ, as, of course introduces a comparison ; ὥσπερ standing before 
the protasis, which seems to extend through the verse. But where is 
the apodosis? The form of the sentence completed would be: “Ὥσπερ, 
x. 7.A.—obrw καὶ, κιτι λ. But the latter member is here wanting, This 
is supplied, however, in different ways, or is differently constructed, by 
different critics. 

(@) Διὰ τοῦτο [τὴν καταλλαγὴν ἐλάβομεν], ὥσπερ δὲ ἑνὸς, κι τι Ae; 
making ὥσπερ, κι τ. Δ. itself an apodosis instead of a protasis. So 
Cocceius, Elsner, Koppe, Rosenmiiller, Stolz, and some others. 

(2) By inverting καὶ ofrwe, and writing it οὕτως καὶ, x.r.X.; and 80 
making the rest of the verse which follows, to be the apodosis of the 
sentence. So Le Clerc, Wolf, and others. 

(ὁ) Kai διὰ τῆς ἁμαρτίας, x.r-d. is made the beginning of the apodosis 
by Erasmus and Beza; which of course they must translate, so also by 
sin, &e. 

But all these methods come short of fully exhibiting the contrast here, 
which the apostle designs to make between the one man (Adam) who 
sinned, and Christ; which contrast appears fully and plainly in vs. 18, 19. 
With the majority of interpreters, therefore, I hesitate not to regard 
ys. 13—17 as substantially a parenthesis, (thrown in to illustrate a 
sentiment brought to view in the protasis, ver. 12); and I find a full 
apodosis only in vs. 18, 19, where the sentiment of ver. 12 is virtually 
resumed and repeated, and where the apodosis regularly follows, after an 
οὕτω καί. (I admit, however, that ὅς ἔστι τύπος τοῦ μελλόντος, in 
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because it is the particular design of the writer to make a comparison between 
the second Adam (Christ) and the first. ‘The congruity of the representation 
and comparison would be marred, by naming more than one author of sin and 
misery. Nor can any importance be here attached to the fact itself, that ¢wo were 
concerned in the primitive transgression: for “they twain were one fies) 
they were one also in guilt, i.e. they were both partakers of the same criminality. 
‘The question is not concerning the exact manner in which the first transgression 
came to be committed, (for this is not here any object of investigation with 
Paul); but the question is: What influence had the primitive sin, in which 
Adam was the most conspicuous, responsible, and important actor, on the race 
of men, as to introducing and occasioning sin and misery ? 

It may also be remarked, that had Adam refused to unite with his wife 
‘in her transgression, the consequences must inevitably have been altogether 
different from what they have now been. His act, then, completed the mischief 
which was begun by Eve; and so the apostle names him here as the occasion of 
all the evils which followed. This, however, does not prove that he considers 
Eve as less blameworthy than Adam, or more excusable; for 1 Tim. ii. 14 is 
directly opposed to such a notion : but it results, I apprehend, merely from a 
desire of congruity, in respect to the comparison which he is to make, i.e. the 
congruity of comparing one person with one, one man (i.e. the first Adam) with 
one man (i.e. the second Adam). How would it strike readers, if Eve had 
‘been here substituted for Adam? And this suggestion leads, at once, to a per- 
ception of what congruity demands in the case before us. 

“H dyapria, sin. The sin would mean, in English, something different from 
what the Greek here means, although the article is prefixed to the word. 
Whenever any thing is named which is generic in its nature, but unique or 
single in its kind, the Grecks usually prefix the article to it; e.g. 6 φιλόσοφος, 
ἡ ἀρετή, ἡ ἀλήθεια, τὸ ἀγαθόν, ἡ δικαιοσύνη, το. In such cases ἡ δικαιοσύνη 
(for example) as an entire genus, is unique, i.e. it differs from all other qualities 
of moral beings ; and so it has the article prefixed in order to denote this. But 
still, δικαιοσύνη may at another time be considered as a genus comprehending 
several subordinate species, such as commutative justice, penal justice, integrity, 
&c.; in which case the article would naturally be omitted. Agreeably to these 
principles ἡ ἡ ἁμαρτία here appears with the article, because it appears in its 
simple generic nature, i.e. as single or monadic. ‘That it is generic here, i. e. that 
it comprehends both sinful actions and affections, seems to be clear from the 
nature of the case, and from what follows. If Adam was created so as to be 
upright, and was purely holy until his fall, then sin commenced with his fall ; 
sin of every kind, or rather of any kind; sin either in affection or action. That 
such a generic meaning must here be given to ἡ ἁμαρτία, is evident, moreover, 
from the sequel; viz, ἐφ᾽ ᾧ πάντες ἥμαρτον, ver.12; ἁμαρτία ἦν ἐν κόσμῳ, 
ver. 13; Comp. Rom. vii. 7, seq. where sin is represented as comprising concy- 
piscence, internal affection; Rom. vii. 15—19, where the fruits of this 
‘concupiscence, i. e. external actions, are called evil, i.e. sin. 

Bretschneider remarks (Dogmatik, Π 48, edit. 3), that the 
before ἁμαρτία in the verse before us, because it designates vit 

ο 


202 ROMANS V. 12. 


peccata actualia. But surely he will not contend, that the article is not used 
before nouns employed in a generic sense, like ὁ φιλόσοφος, ὁ στρατιώτης, ὁ 
ἀγαθός, &c.; which is even a law of the Greek language. Nor does the sequel 
here justify his remark; for the ἡ ἁμαρτία of Adam is called (ver. 14) his 
παράβασις" in vs. 15,17, and 18, his παράπτωμα" in ver. 19, his παρακοή᾽" all of 
which implies peccatum actuale, viz. the eating of the forbidden fruit. I[¢ must 
be evident, also, that if actual sin is the fruit and consequence of vifiositas, and 
if this last entered the world by the act of Adam, then sin in its generic sense 
must have entered the world δι᾽ ἑνὸς ἀνθρώπου, i. e. by Adam’s offence. 


Εἰς τὸν κόσμον, into the world, i.e. among men, into the world of 
human beings; comp. Matt. xxvi. 13. 2 Pet. ii. 5. 111. 6. Matt. xiii.38. 
Jobn i. 10. iii. 16,17. xvi. 33. 2 Cor.i.12. Comp. also ἔρχεσθαι εἰς 
τὸν κόσμον, John vi. 14. ix. 89. xi. 27. xii. 46. Heb. x.5. That 
the right explanation of κόσμος is given above, is confirmed by ver. 18, 
where εἰς πάντας ἀνθρώπους 18 a substitute for it, and one of equivalent 
import. 

Εἰσῆλθε, entered into, invaded. So the Latin invadere terram cel 
provinciam, &c.; and so εἰσέρχομαι in Mark 11). 27. Acts xx. 29. 
The representation is full of vivacity; for sin is here personified, and 
represented as invading the human race, in the first transgression of 
Adam. Compare also the expressions in Wisd. ii. 24, φθόνῳ δὲ δια- 
βόλον θάνατος εἰσῆλθεν εἰς τὸν κόσμον' xiv. 14, κενοδοξίᾳ γὰρ 
ἀνθρώπων [εἰδωλολατρεία] εἰσῆλθεν εἰς τὸν κόσμον. 

Καὶ διὰ τῆς ἁμαρτίας, and by sin, i.e. through the instrumentality of 
sin; or rather, by reason of sin, in consequence of sin, on account of 
sin; διά being usually employed in this sense, when put before the 
Genitive. 

Θάνατος, death. But what death? That of the body, or of the soul, 
or of both? In other words: Is temporal evil here meant, or eternal, 
or both? 

The answer must be sought for, first of all, in the usus loquendi of 
the author himself. In the context we have his own explanation of 
θάνατος. In ver. 15, death (ἀπέθανον) stands opposed to χάρις τοῦ θεοῦ 
καὶ ἡ δωρεὰ ἐν χάριτι. In ver. 17, it stands opposed to τὴν περισσείαν 
τῆς χάριτος Kal τῆς δωρεᾶς τῆς δικαιοσύνης. In ver. 21, it stands opposed 
to ζωὴν αἰώνιον. In chap. vi. 23, θάνατος is directly contrasted with 
ζωὴ αἰώνιος. That θάνατος, then, by the usus loqguendi of Paul, does 
sometimes mean a death which is the opposite of eternal life or happiness, 
is here made certain. 

In the like sense, i.e. as used to designate the penalty of sin, the 
reader may find θάνατος, in Rom. i. 32. vi. 21. vi. 16. vii. 5. vii. 10. 
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vii. 13. vii. 24. viii. 2. viii. 6. 2 Cor. ii. 16. vii. 10. 2 Tim. i. 10. 
Heb. ii. 14. 

This usage agrees with that of other sacred writers in the New 
Testament; e.g John viii. 51. v.24, James i.15. 1 John iii, 14. 
Rev, ii, 11. xx. 6, xx. 14. 

In like manner we find it used in the Old Testament; e.g. Deut. 
xxx. 15, Jer. xxi-8 (comp. Sirach xv. 7). Prov. v. 5. viii. 86. xi. 19, 
xii. 28. Ezek. xxxiii. 11. 

In the same way the verb to die is employed; e.g. by Paul, Rom. 
viii. 13; by John, vi.50. xi. 26. νἱ 1. So in the Old Testament ; 
e.g. Ezek. xviii. 4. xviii. 20. xviii. 17. xviii. 21, xviii. 24. xviii, 28. 
xviii. $32. Prov. xv. 10. Ezek, xxxiii, 8. xxxiii, 11, xxxiii. 14, 
xxxiii. 15. Prov. xxiii. 13. Must not this be the sense, also, in 
Gen. ii. 17. iii, 3,4? 

If any one now will carefully investigate all these examples, he will 
find that in many cases it is quite impossible to limit the word death, 
50 as to make it signify no more than the dissolution of the body or 
temporal death. E. g. John viii. 51, ‘ If any man shall keep my saying, 
he shall never see death.’ John v. 24, " He that heareth my words .... 
is passed from death unto life.’ John xi. 26, ‘ Whosoever . .... believeth 
in me, shall never die.’ Ezek. xviii, 28, ‘He .... that turneth away 
from his transgressions .... shall surely live, he shall not die ;’ and to 
the same effect in many of the other passages quoted ; to which it would 
be easy to add many more. 

That the usus loquendi, then, permits θάνατος to be construed as 
designating the whole penally of sin, there can be no good ground of 
doubt. The only question now is: Whether θάνατος is employed in 
this sense, in the passage before us? 

The antithesis in vs. 15, 17,21, and vi. 23, as produced above, 
would seem to go far toward a final settlement.of this question. Indeed, 
T-see no philological escape from the conclusion, that death, in the sense 
of penalty for sin in its full measure, must be regarded as the meaning 
of the writer here. 


Butis there any thing in the nature of the case, which goes to shew that death 
should here have a limited meaning given to it; in other words, that it should 
be construed as meaning only the death of the body? 

What then is the nature of the case? It is this, viz. that, as condemnation 
[κατάκριμα] came upon all men by the offence of one man (Adam), so by 
the obedience of one (Christ) all men have access to δικαίωσις εἰς ζωήν, 
ver.18. Now as ζωή is here plainly the antithesis of θάνατος [κατάκριμα], we 
have only to inquire what must be the meaning of ζωή, in order to obtain that 
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of θάνατος. But in respect to this there can surely be no doubt. Ζωή means 
the blessings procured by a Saviour’s death, viz. all the holiness and happiness 
which this introduces. But certainly these blessings are not limited to the 
resurrection of the body. I do not deny that such a resurrection is a blessing to 
the righteous ; for so the apostle plainly considers it in 1 Cor. xv.; or rather, 
I would aay, it is a thing preparatory to the bestowment of blessings. But it 
must be remembered, that the wicked will be raised from the dead as truly as 
the righteous ; yet no one will count this a blessing to them. It is only a pre- 
paration for augmented misery. 

It cannot be then, that a resurrection from the dead, in itself considered, is 
δικαίωσις ζωῆς" and therefore a state of temporal death is not the antithesis, i. 6. 
is not the evil from which it is the main object of Christ to deliver us. A resur- 
rection from this is a good or an evil, just as the case may be in regard to the 
moral character of him who is the subject of it. 

Does Christ then deliver from the suffering itself of temporal death? A 
formal answer to this is unnecessary, since all men without distinction are mortal 
and die. 

One thing, however, should be said in reference to this; which is, that ‘the 
sting of death’ is taken away through the hopes inspired by a Saviour's blood ; 
and that in this way the evil is greatly mitigated to those who have true hope 
in Christ. 

I remark, once more, that the penalty of alJ sin, is evil both of body and soul. 
‘The soul that sinneth shall die.” Now if Adam's first sin was a real sin, and 
a fortiori if it was one of the greatest of all sins (as we surely have much reason 
to conclude when we consider its consequences), then death tn its most extensive 
sense must have been the penalty attached to it. What reason can be given why 
other less sins are punishable with death in the enlarged sense of this word, and 
yet that the sin of Adam was not punishable in the like way? Was he not the 
more culpable, who fell from a state of entire holiness? 

Finally, the apostle, when he comes to point out the dissimilitude between 
Adam's offence and its consequences, and the obedience of Christ and its conse- 
quences, (as he does in vs. 15—17), opposes the κρίμα occasioned by Adam to 
the δικαίωμα effected by Christ, ver. 16; and the θάνατος introduced by the 
former to the βασιλεύειν ἐν ζωῇ accomplished by the latter, ver. 17. Now as 
δικαίωμα is not, in its more important sense, a deliverance from temporal 
death, nor the reigning in Gfe merely a deliverance from mortality ; so temporal 
death cannot, with any good appearance of reason, be understood here as the 
essential meaning of θάνατος. That θάνατος includes this among other evils, I 
would not by any means be understood to deny ; for 1 Cor. xv. 22 shews, that 
Paul clearly held the death of the body to have been introduced by Adam. 
But that this was the prominent evil in his mind, so much so as to be here 
named as the principal thing which constituted the penalty threatened to our 
first parents, has, I trust, been rendered sufficiently improbable, by the con- 
siderations above stated. See Excursus IIT. 


Kal οὕτως, and thus, or and in like manner. An important inquiry 
may be here raised, viz. Does the apostle mean to say: ‘ Jn consequence 
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of sin’s entering the world, and death by sin, through the transgression of 
Adam—as the natural and necessary, at least the established conse- 
quence of this—sin and death came upon all other men?’ In other words, 
Does he mean to say that ‘the coming of sin and death upon all other 
men, was occasioned by Adam’s committing sin and incurring death?’ 
Or does he mean thus: ‘As it was with Adam, when he sinned and 
death came upon him in consequence of it, so it is with all other men, 
i. δ. they sin, and death in like manner comes upon them ?’ 

The former meaning implies a special connexion between Adam 
and his posterity, and a special influence of his crime and condemnation 
upon their sin and condemnation ; the latter contains no such impli- 
cation, but merely avers that all who sin, whether Adam or his pos- 
terity, fall under sentence of condemnation. The word οὕτως is 
capable of either interpretation; as it means either hoc modo, hée 
ratione, or similiter, simili modo. Which of these is the sense that the 
writer here means to express, we shall be enabled to inquire more 
advantageously, when we have gone through with the remaining 
words of the verse. 

Ἐφ᾽ ᾧ πάντες ἥμαρτον, because that all have sinned. Another method 
of rendering this has often been urged, viz. 1s wnost all have sinned. 
So the Vulgate; and so, after this, Augustine, Beza, Calixtus, 
E. Schmidt, Calovius, Quenstedt, Raphelius, et alii. But the objec 
tions to translating ἐφ᾽ ᾧ by in quo, in whom, are weighty; for, (1) If ¢ 
be made a mase. relative pronoun here, there is no antecedent for it 
within any probable limits. ᾿Ανθρώπου lies too far back ; and θάνατος 
as an antecedent, would make no tolerable sense. (2) Ἐπὶ ᾧ (ἐφ᾽ ᾧ) 
does not, by Greek usage, mean in whom; ἐν ᾧ would of course be the 
proper expression for this. So Thomas Magister, ἐφ᾽ ᾧ, διότι. Comp. 
2Cor.v.4. (3) The assertion ἐφ᾽ J πάντες ἥμαρτον, is dwelt upon and 
explained in vs. 13, 14; and in these verses, men’s own personal sins 
are spoken of (as we shall hereafter see), not those of another which are 
laid to their charge. If this explanation be admitted, then ἐφ᾽ g cannot 
here mean in whom, (4) If ἐφ᾽ ᾧ could be properly taken as equivalent 
to ἐν g, (and so much is true, viz. that ἐπί and ἐν are beyond all doubt 
frequently commuted as to sense in the New Testament), yet the whole 
phrase, viz, ἁμαρτάνειν ἐπί τινι, meaning to sin in one or by one, is 
without any example, that I can find, to support it. How can it then 
be here adopted, against the usual idiom of the Greek language, and 
against another and preferable sense ? 

On the other hand; agreeably with the rendering because that, or 
‘for that, is the version of the Syriac, the commentaries of Theodoret, 
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Erasmus, Luther, Calvin, Vatablus, Flatt, Tholuck, Schott, and a 
multitude of others, together with our English version. 

Grotius, indeed, proposes another rendering, viz. per quem. That 
ἐπί has not unfrequently the sense of causd, propter, gratid, there can 
be no ground of philological doubt ; see Luke v. 5. ix. 48. Acts iii. 16. 
1 Gor. viii. 11. But what would be the sense ¢f ‘all have sinned for 
the sake of Adam?’ It makes it more tolerable, however, to translate 
thus: ‘By reason of Adam, i.e. through his transgression, all men 
have sinned.’ But if the writer had meant here to say this, he could 
hardly have avoided saying δι᾽ ov’ for in the same way he continually 
employs διά, in the paragraph under examination ; 6. g. in vs. 12, 16, 
17, 18, 19, no less than nine times. 

On the whole, we can have no reasonable ground of doubt here, that 
ἐφ᾽ ᾧ means because that, or for that, as our English version has it. 
Augustine, indeed, does strenuously contend for the Vulgate rendering 
in quo; for on this he builds his views of original sin. Accordingly he 
says: “ Fuerunt enim omnes ratione seminis in lumbis Adam quando 
damnatus est; et ideo sine -illis damnatus non est: quemadmodum 
fuerunt Israelite in lumbis Abrahz, quando decimatus est,” [Heb. VII. 
9, 10]; contra Jul. Pelag. Υ. 1925. And again: “ In Adam omnes tunc 
peccaverunt, quando in ejus natura, illa insité vi qua eos gignere poterat, 
adhuc omnes ille unus fuerunt,” De pecc. merit. et rem. ITI. 7. The 
same unity with Adam has Pres. Edwards laboured to establish, in 
Part IV. chap. 3 of his work on Original Sin; where he has argued, 
that the identity of one and the same individual is merely an effect of 
‘an arbitrary divine constitution ;” and that unity may as well be pre- 
dicated of each individual of the human race with Adam their common 
ancestor, as of any individual with himself at different points of time ; 
unity in both cases being merely a matter of ‘‘ sovereign and arbitrary 
appointment.” Inthe like way with Jerome, moreover, did Origen and 
Ambrose think ; and the Schoolmen have speculated ad nauseam on this 
subject. 

Πάντες ἥμαρτον, all have sinned. But how? In their own proper 
persons? Orin Adam? Or is it merely the meaning of ἥμαρτον here, 
that men are treated as sinners ? 

This last opinion Storr maintains; and he appeals to Gen xliv. 32, 
VIRGIN, then I will bear the blame, i. 6. I will be treated as a sinner. 
He also refers to Job ix. 29, ϑὐ Ἴ CN; which however does not support 
the appeal. Grotius also appeals to Gen. xxxi. 27 and Job vi. 24 (?), 
for the like purpose; but without ground. And although, if an 
exigency of the passage demanded it, ἥμαρτον might be rendered are 
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treated as sinners (comp. 1 Kings i.21); yet no such exigency occurs 
here, as vs. 13, 14 shew; for in these (which are plainly explanatory 
of the latter part of ver. 12), the writer labours to prove that men 
are themselves actual sinners, not merely sinners in Adam; as we shall 
see in the sequel. Besides, it is a good rule of interpretation, never 
to depart from the uswal sense of words unless there is an imperious 
reason for it; and the usual sense of ἁμαρτάνω, is not to be treated asa 
sinner. 

‘There remain, then, only the other two methods of construing ἥμαρτον, 
which are adverted to in the first and second questions above, But 
the second method, viz. that all men have sinned 1x Adam, cannot be 
admitted here, for reasons already stated above; it can be admitted 
only in a case of philological necessity, which does not occur here. 
‘There remains, therefore, only the first plain and simple method of 
interpretation, viz. all men have sinned in their own persons; all men 
have themselves incurred the guilt of sin, and so subjected themselves 
to its penalty; or at least, all men are themselves sinners, and so are 
liable to death. 


Tam aware that a different sense has been given to πάντες ἥμαρτον here, by 
many of the most respectable commentators, They regard it as meaning that 
all have sinned in Adam, or at least, that through him they have become 
sinners; and they appeal to vs. 17—19 in. support of this sentiment. And it 
must be confessed, that there is no more ground for objection to the sentiment 
which the expression thus construed would convey, than there is to the sentiment 
in vs. 17—19. It is not on this ground, that I hesitate to receive this inter- 
pretation, It is because there are philological difficulties involved in such an 
exegesis, which I see no way of satisfactorily removing. Vs. 13 and 14 seem 
plainly to recognize such sin as that of which men are personally and actually 
guilty; yea, a sin different in some important respects from that of Adam's first 
transgression, .... ἐπὶ rods μὴ ἁμαρτήσειντας ἐπὶ τῷ ὁμοιώματι τῆς mapa- 
βάσεως ᾿Αδάμ. This is a sin, moreover, on account of which “death reigned 
over them.” But if this sin were the very sin of Adam, imputed to them, and 
not their own actual sin ; if it were his sin propagated to them (as the usual 
sentiment respecting original sin is); then how could it be, that death came 
upon them, although they had not sinned after the likeness of Adam’s trans- 
gression? So far from this must it be, that Adam's sin is their very in and 
the ground why death reigns over them. 

‘This consideration, united with the principle that the ordinary meaning of 
ἥμαρτον should be received, unless there is a solid reason for departing from it; 
and all this added to the consideration that vs. 18, 14, are plainly epexegetical 
of the latter part of ver. 12; seem to make it unavoidable that πάντες ἥμαρτον 
should be here construed, all have sinned in their own persons or actually. 
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I knew. indeed. chet each disinguibed men os Calvin, Edwards, Fistt, 
Thaluek. and others, explain the phrase im question by referring to ver. 19; aad 
sume af tem allege as a ξινπειεῖ of this thee che desigm of the spestie requires 
Os 16 t understand sapres ἥμαρτεν here. because be is evidently mtent upon 
Tepresenting che evile witch ‘dem occamomed. But i does not fellow, beczuse 
ver. [9 auserts an cnffuence of idem upes the sinfiuimes of mere, that the same 
sentimgent met cheretore be affirmed in ver. Γ᾿ certainly pet that it should be 
Givectiy amerord in che same renner ἔξ appears quite probable, 1 readily 
esucede. that Pani. in msiing che declarations contemed im ver. 12, hed m bis 
eeu αὐταὶ ἃ τον of the commeniom between the first otfeece of Adem and the 
sufaines of hin pesterity. I: is pemible that exi οὕτως may imply this; which 
(with Eraems, Tholuck, and others we might construe, ef ds fortum est, ie. 
Gnd ss if iappencd. ὧς und hus κὸ was Prveght eheut. viz. brought shout that all 
men came inder sentence of death, aud also became sinpers: in ether words, 
Adam's afzace brought an and comiemnation upen ali men. Yet I am not 
persumded that this i= the trur method of imterpreting the werds καὶ ovves. 
While. however. I readily comcede whet I have just stated sheve, aad am 
persuaded there πὰ ne good resem ἢ» ἐπὰν that Pani ἐμὲ entertem the idea, 
when he made the declarations im wer. 12, that the fect of all men's becoming 
staners and being subjected ὦ) thee ἀσεκίσδνα of death, was conaccted with the 
fet transgremmon of Adam comp τα. I7—I9): vet that the apostle has 
amerted this sentiment ¢xparitiy and directly in ver. 15. camnet, I think, be 
made out by any just rules of interpretation. Nay, for reasons already given, 
ami en account of what is vet to be saad. I canmot but regard the case δὰ quite 
clear. that ne more is here explicitly and directly amerted, than that all men 
are themeeives actual sinners. snd therefore come under condemeation. This 
assertion the latter εἶπεν of the verse seems to me fully and plamly to contain. 
Bat in the preceding dpaprie εἰς τὸν εὐσμον εἰσῆλδε, ani in the καὶ evres.... 
δεηλθε, I think we may, without amy forced comsrection, nay that we must, 
dmecover an indirect intimation of what is directly asserted im τε. 17—19, viz, 
that the first off:nce of Adam was connected with the sim and misery of his 
posterity, and in some sense or other causal of it. Nothing can be plainer, 
than thar at the outset Paul had this sentiment in his mind: vet im ver. 13 
he seems to intimate it only im the expressions just cited. Constroed im this 
way the sense οἵ the verse woald be as follows: - By Adam's fret offence, 
sm and death invaded the world of mankind: and having thus invaded it, they 
have been marching through it (δεῆλδε), and carrying on their conquests ever 
since ; al] men have become sinners, al] have come under condemnation.’ 

Now while this asserts the fact that all have become sinners, and have come 
under condemnation, it does also intimate by implication, that the whole of what 
has come upon men, stands connected with the introduction by Adam of sin 
and death into the world. I cannot, therefore, agree with those commentators 
who find in our verse πὸ intimation of such a connexion of all men with Adam ; 
neither can I assent to those who find in it no charge upon all of Adam's poe- 
terity, of actual sin in proprid persona. 

The objection made by Flatt against construing the clause before us as having 
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respect to actual sin, seems to be destitute of any good ground of support. ‘Iu 
this way,’ says he, ‘ infants must be included among actual sinners; which is 
not true.’ But how can any more difficulty arise from saying that all are 
sinners here, than from the apostle’s saying the very same thing so often in the 
previous part of his epistle, e.g. iii. 918, 19, 23? Of course the writer of 
these declarations must be understood, (if he means to designate actual sinners 
in the passages just adverted to, as it is agreed that he does), to designate such 
as are capable of being so; just“as when it is said: “ He that believeth not 
shall be damned,” we understand the Saviour to speak of such as are capable of 
belief or unbelief. There is surely no more difficulty in the one case than in 
the other. That the apostle had his eye on the case of infants, in particular, 
any where in this whole paragraph, may be justly regarded as doubtful; 
particularly must we doubt this, when we bring Rom. ix.11 into the account, 
which surely implies a state of infants somewhat different from that which the 
charge in Rom. v. 17—19 would imply, in case we suppose them to be here 
included. I remark, once more, on the exegesis of πάντες ἥμαρτον by Calvin 
and others, that the evils occasioned by Adam, are surely not limited by the 
apostle, and by the nature of the case are not to be limited, to that part only of 
suffering which comes upon our race by reason of original sin (as it is called), 
whatever this sin may be. Verse 14 speaks of ‘ death as reigning over those 
who had ποτ sinned after the similitude of Adam's transgression ;' and of course 
it speaks of a sin committed by Adam's posterity, different from that of Adam; 
and ver. 16 speaks of the many offences which the free gift of Christ takes away or 
causes to be pardoned, in distinction from the one offence only of Adam's that 
enters into the account of our condemnation. It follows of course, and we are 
assured, that the apostle does not limit himself to the one offence of Adam, and 
its consequences in the way of imputation, when he exhibits the contrast 
between Adam and Christ. Why should he do so? If actual sin in any way 
from, is connected with, or is occasioned by, oriyinal sin; and if this 
latter can be traced to Adam; then does it follow, that actual as well as original 
sin should enter into the contrast presented by the apostle, between the sin and 
misery occasioned by the first Adam, and the justification and happiness intro- 
duced by the second. 
Of course there seems to be no valid reason, why we may not construe πάντες 
ἥμαρτον as I have already done above. 


Let us return now to the καὶ οὕτως, the interpretation of which was 
left unfinished. Does it mean: ‘And in like manner with Adam, did 
his posterity sin, and come too, like him, under sentence of death?’ 
Or: ‘As death followed sin in the case of Adam, so it did in the case 
of his posterity?’ Or: ‘Since Adam introduced sin and misery into 
the world, it has so happened, that his sin was imputed to all his pos- 
terity, and all of them are subjected to death thereby ?” Not the first ; 
because ver. 14 tells us that death came on many of Adam's posterity, 
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who had wor sinned in the manner that he did, i.e. against a revealed, 
express law. Not the third; for reasons which have already been 
given, why we must accede to the idea that πάντες ἥμαρτον here means 
actual sin in proprié persond. The meaning of cai οὕτως, then, must 
be substantially what is implied in the second of the above questions ; 
viz. as sin entered the world, and death was inseparably connected with 
it; so death has passed through the world and come upon all men, 
because it was inseparably connected with their sin. More than this 
cannot be looked upon as directly asserted by the latter clause of the 
verse. But that the whole verse contains an intimation, that both the 
sins of men and their condemnation stand connected, in some way or 
other, with the first offence by Adam, has already been stated. The 
force of καὶ οὕτως, however, cannot fall directly on this. Consider 
what the writer asserts: ‘Death came on Adam ξιὰ τῆς ἁμαρτίας" and 
in like manner (καὶ οὕτως), death came upon all men,’ [cca τῆς ἁμαρτίας, 
he might have said, which would have meant neither more nor less than 
καὶ οὕτως, but he has expressed the same idea by] ἐφ᾽ ᾧ πάντες ἥμαρτον. 
In other words: ‘ As Adam sinned and brought death upon himeelf, so 
death in all other cases is in like manner the inseparable attendant upon 
sin; and death is universal, because sin is so.’ So much, and I think 
no more, can be fairly made out of cai οὕτως" it must be considered as 
intended to designate the connexion—the invariable, inseparable con- 
nexion—between sin and death. But how it came about that sin is 
universal, is a thing not intended to be comprehended in the comparison 
made by καὶ οὕτως" although it is probably hinted at, as I have already 
shewn, by other words, in the same verse, viz. εἰσῆλθε and ἐιῆλθε. There 
is no room here for such a comparison, by means of καὶ οὕτως" for how 
would it sound to say: ‘As sin and death were universal in respect to 
Adam, so they are universal in respect to his posterity ?’ 

In regard to construing καὶ οὕτως, with Erasmus, Tholuck, and 
others, as meaning ita factum est, viz. ‘so it happened that all men 
sinned in Adam, and were sentenced to death by reason of this sin,’ 
I must make one more remark. I cannot help feeling this exegesis 
to be wholly inadmissible here. If the apostle had designed to say 
what this interpretation represents him as saying, would he not have 
written: Kai οὕτως ἐγένετο ὅτι, x.r.X.? But as he has now con- 
structed the sentence, the force of καὶ οὕτως seems fairly and inevitably 
to fall on the inseparable connexion between sin and death; which 
is directly asserted by ἐφ᾽ ᾧ πάντες ἥμαρτον" i.e. it is simply and 
directly said, that all are condemned as Adam was, because all have 
sinned. 
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CHAP. V. 13, 14. 


‘The apostle, having thus asserted that sin and death were introduced into the 
world by one man, and had become universal, in order to complete the comparison 
which he designs, and which is intimated by ὥσπερ at the beginning of ver. 12, would 
have naturally filled out the sentence by adding, at the end of this verse, obras καὶ 
δὲ ἑνὸς ἀνθρώχου ἡ ζωὴ εἰς τὸν κόσμον [els πάντας ἀνθρώπου] εἰσῆλθε, comp. vs. 17, 
18. But he suspends his apodosis here, for the sake of elucidating and confirming 
what he had already said; comp. p. 205 above. This confirmation is made by the 
verses now under consideration ; as the γάρ confirmantis with which they are intro 
duced, very clearly shews. What has he said? That ail have sinned, and that 
all. are under sentence of death. How is this elucidated and confirmed? By taking 
ease in which one might be disposed to say, it would be difficult to prove that men 
are sinners, since the apostle himself had already explicitly declared, that it is ‘the 
law which occasions punishment ; for where there is no law, there is no transgression,’ 
iv, 15. To meet this difficulty which might easily arise, he avers that men were 
sinners (ἁμαρτία ἦν ἐν κόσμῳ), before the giving of the Mosaic law ; although they 
are not themselves prone to acknowledge their guilt in such circumstances, or they 
make but little account of it. Yet the fact was, that they were sinners, and that 
death therefore prevailed over them all, even all who had not sinned against a 
revealed law as Adam did. 

Such I take to be the confirmation of what was asserted at the close of ver. 12. ΤῸ 
establish and defend this exegesis, is of course our next immediate object. 


ἔλχρι νόμου, until the law ; i.e. the law of Moses, as ver. 14 leads us 
inevitably to construe it. Some commentators, (Origen, Chrysostom, 
Erasmus, Koppe, and others), construe ἄχρι νόμου not as designating 
the commencement of the Mosaic economy, but as extending through 
the whole period of it. In defence of such an interpretation, we are 
referred to ἄχρι in Acts iii. 21, and its synonyme ἕως ἄν in Acts ii, 35. 
Gen xxviii. 15, &c. That these words are sometimes employed in 
such a manner, as not to indicate a cessation of any thing that is or is 
done, at the time which is mentioned in connexion with ἄχρι or ἕως, 
is true. In other words, the terminus ad quem does not limit the thing 
affirmed universally ; it only expresses a limit for a certain purpose. 
For example; in Acts iii, 21 it is said, that “ the heavens must receive 
Tesus ἄχρι χρόνων ἀποκαταστάσεως πάντων, until the restoration of all 
things;” by which it is not surely meant, that he is no longer to dwell in 
heayen, but that he will certainly dwell there until that time. In like 
manner ἄχρε, it is said, may here admit the time of the Mosaic law to 
be included. 

But whatever may be true in regard to the possible meaning of 
ἄχρι in some cases, ver. 14 clearly shews, that here it means only until 
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the commencement of the laws of Moses, i.e. the time when these laws 
were given. 

‘But how can this be? Was sin in the world no longer than that 

period? Did it cease when the law was introduced? This would be 
a direct contradiction of ver. 20, and of many other passages.’ The 
answer is brief and conclusive. It is no part of the apostle’s object, to 
aver that sin did not exist after this period; but to declare that it 
existed before it. What he had already said, again and again, neces- 
sarily involved the idea, that where law was, there sin was. But he 
had also said, that “ where there is no law, there is no transgression.” 
Now some of his readers might suggest, and this not unnaturally, 
‘ Since you say that where there is no law, there is no transgression 
(Rom. iii, 15), how then were men sinners before the law was given?’ I 
allow that no intelligent and candid man could have good ground to put 
such a question, after all which the apostle had already said on this 
subject. But surely we are not to suppose, that Paul had to do only 
with men of this character. The objections answered throughout the 
epistle, shew a state of things quite different from this. 
- To the question, then, as above suggested, I suppose the apostle 
to answer in our verse. ‘ Sin,’ says he, ‘ was in the world, until the 
law of Moses; i.e. men were sinners between the time of Adam and 
Moses, for death reigned during all this period,’ ver. 13. It is not 
necessary that there should be a law expressly revealed, in order that 
men should be sinners; ‘‘ the heathen who have no law, are a law unto 
themselves,” ii. 14. 

That ἁμαρτία here means something different from original sin or 
imputed sin, seems to be clear from the reference which the apostle here 
tacitly makes to a law of nature that had been transgressed. A revealed 
law there was not for men in general, antecedently to the time of Mosee; 
yet men were sinners. How? By sinning against the law “ written on 
their hearts,” (ii. 15). But if such was their sin, it was actual sin, not 
imputed guilt. 


Very different views of ἁμαρτία here, however, are entertained by some, who 
state the whole of the apostle’s reasoning in the following manner; viz. ‘Men's 
own sins were not imputed to them on the ground of their transgressing any 
law, until the law of Moses was given; yet they were counted sinners (ἁμαρτία 
ἣν ἐν κοσμῳ); consequently, it must have been by reason of Adam's sin being 
imputed to them, inasmuch as their own offences were not imputed.’ 

Although this mode of exegesis is supported by many names of high respec- 
tability, I find myself unable to admit it for the following reasons: 1. To aver 
that men's own sins were not imputed to them by God, (so they construe 
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ἁμαρξία δὲ οὐκ ἐλλογεῖται μὴ ὄντος νόμου, is directly to contradict the whole 
tenor of Old Testament history and declarations; and also what Paul has, in 
the most explicit manner, asserted in the preceding part of his epistle. As 
evidence in favour of the first assertion, I appeal to the case of Cain; of the 
antediluvians who perished in the flood ; of Sodom and Gomorrah; and to all 
the declarations of divine displeasure made against the actual thoughts and deeds 
of the wicked, not against their original sin. In respect to the second, 
to the whole of what Paul has said in Rom. i. 1932. ii. 12,14, 15. iii, 
23,25. All these charges are made against actual sins ; and it is impossible to 
suppose that the apostle means here to say, that those who are ἄνομοι (without 
revelation), are, or ever have been, counted by God as being without sin, actual 
sin; for both ἄνομοι and ἔννομοι, according to Paul, are aut UNDER SIN, 
under acruat sin. To admit the contrary, would be to overturn the very 
foundation the apostle had taken so much pains to lay, in chap. i —iii,, in order to 
make the conclusion entirely evident and unavoidable, that all men need gra- 
toitous justification. 

2. To aver that men's sins are not imputed to them, when they do not live 
under a revealed law, would be to contradict what the immediate context itself 
must be considered as asserting. Who are those that have not sinned after the 
manner of Adam? The auswer of those whom I am now opposing, is: ‘ They 
‘are those, who have only original sin or imputed sin charged to their account,’ 
But then I find great difficulty in this answer. By the supposition of those 
who make it, Adam's first sin does become really and truly that of all his 
posterity, inasmuch as it is propagated to them in the way of natural generation, 
Yea, Augustine, Pres. Edwards, and many others, maintain a real physical unity 
of Adam with all bis posterity; and hence they derive to all his posterity, a 
participation in his sin. But if his sin be theirs in any proper sense, either 
really by such a unity as is asserted, or by mere imputation without this; then 
how is it that the sin of the ἄνομοι is (as Paul asserts) sor like that of Adam? 
How can it be unlike it, when it is the very same; cither the very same in 
reality (as Augustine and his followers hold), or the very same putatively ? 
But 


it, 

3. I have another difficulty. How can the sins of Adam be here asserted to 
‘be imputed to all his posterity, and yet their own personal sins to be not at all 
reckoned? By the exegesis of those whose opinion I am now endeavouring to 
controvert, Paul is made to say, that God did not count to men their own per- 
sonal and actual sins, i.e. to those who lived before the Mosaic law. By a 
parity of reason, then, the Gentiles at all times and every where, who are 
ἄνομοι, are freed from the imputation of their own transgressions; which would 
directly contradict the declarations of Paul. 

From this conclusion, however, Schott and Tholuck, who defend for substance 
the exegesis which I am calling in question, do in some measure revolt, and 
say that to οὐκ ἐλλογεῖται must be assigned only a comparative sense; that 
although the guilt of men who sinned against the law of nature, was not taken 
away absolutely, yet their accountability for it was in a good measure superseded. 
‘To illustrate this, Tholuck refers us to ἀνοχῇ in Rom. iii. 26, and to ὑπεριδὼν ὁ 
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θεός in Acts xvii. 30. Both of these instances, however, relate to deferring 
punishment, not to a remission of accountability ; comp. 2 Pet. πὶ. 8,9. Such a 
remission of punishment would directly contradict what Paal has fally and 
strongly asserted, in Rom. ii. 6—16. 

And to what purpose is it to say, that men who were dvopos, were m a 
comparative sense not accountable to God for their own personal sins? This 
means neither more nor less, than that they were accountable in some degree, 
although not as highly so as those who were ἔννομοε. Bat accountability being 
admitted, (how can it be denied after reading Rom. ii. 6—16%) then the 
argument is marred, which those whom I am opposing deduce from the verses 
in question. They make these verses to say, that ‘ the ἄνομοι are not account- 
able for their own sins ; but inasmuch as they are still treated as sinners, it myst 
be because of imputed sin only.’ But while we admit accountability tn some 
degree for the sins of the ἄνομοι, it forecloses such an argument from the 
passage ; for it leaves it fully liable to the following construction, viz. ‘ Although 
men were held less accountable and criminal, who lived before the Mosaic law, 
than those who lived under this law, yet that they still were sinners, and were 
regarded as such, is true, for all were subjected to death.” That they were 
sinners in their own person, or actual offenders in a way different from that uf 
Adam, is clear from what is said in ver. 14 respecting them. How then can 
Adam's sin be here asserted to be theirs, and, by implication, to be the only sin 
for which death came upon them ? 

In such an interpretation, moreover, as that which I am now considering, ἃ 
very different sense is given to ¢\Aoyeira: from that which it will here bear; as 
we shall see in the sequel. 

I have only to add, that the supposition of men's own personal sins not being 
reckoned to them, while they perish by the imputation of another's sin, is ἃ 
position so revolting with respect to the justice, and goodness, and impartiality 
of the sovereign Judge, “ who will render to every man according to his works,” 
that it should not be made out from constructive evidence; it requires most 
ample and satisfactory arguments to support it. 


The phrase ἄχρι νόμου ἁμαρτία ἣν ἐν κόσμῳ, appears then to be only 
an affirmation of that respecting a particular class of men, (whom 
some might think it difficult to prove to be sinners), which in the 
preceding clause had been affirmed of ali men, πάντες ἥμαρτον. It is 
illustrating and confirming this latter expression, by shewing that even 
that class of men are sinners, whom one might be prone to exempt from 
such a charge. 

‘Apapria δὲ... . νόμον, although sin is not counted where there is 
no law; an expression which has given occasion to great perplexity 
and difficulty. This has arisen, however, in a great measure from 
construing ἐλλογεῖται as though it were connected with θεός, as the 
agent by whoin the counting or imputing is to be done. The difficulties 
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of such an interpretation have already been stated, in the considerations 
presented above. Bretschneider (Dogmatik, II. 49, edit. 3) ‘seems 
to have suggested the true solution of the phraseology: “ "EAAoyeira: 
is not imputatur a Deo, but refertur ab hominibus ad peceata, i.e. 
habetur, agnoscitur peccatum.” The like views did Calvin and Luther 
entertain, relative to the expression. The former says, that [homines] 
sibi nihil imputarent in peccatum, nisi [lege] coacti.... sine legis 
stimulis in socordiam se demergunt; i.e. ‘men do not count them- 
selves as sinners, and are not alarmed for their guilt, unless the law 
first excites and quickens their consciences.’ So Luther renders 
ἐλλογεῖται by achten, to regard, to have respect to. To the like 
purpose Heumann and Camerarius. Tholuck says this is doing 
violence to the word. But surely, when it is rendered (as by Bret- 
schneider) habetur, imputatur [ut peccatum] ab hominibus, this is no more 
a departure from the meaning of ἐλλογεῖται, than to render it imputatur 
a Deo. Whether θεός or ἄνθρωποι is to be understood here, must 
be decided, of course, by the nature of the sentiment. And as to 
ἐλλογεῖται, why should attributing to it the meaning of regarding, 
accounting, esteeming, &c., be called strange? inasmuch as in sense 
this word accords altogether with λογίζομαι, which often occurs with 
such a meaning; e.g. Acts xix. 27. Rom. ii, 26. vi. 11. viii. 36. 
ix. 8. xiv. 14. 1Cor. iv. 1, 2 Cor.x. 2. xi. 5, et sepe. So ΖΓ, 
Gen, xxxi. 15. 1 Sam. i. 13. Job xli. 24. The ellipsis after ἑλλογεῖται 
may be supplied by εἰς ἁμαρτίαν or ὡς ἁμαρτία, both methods of 
construction being common after λογέζομαι, as any one may see by 
consulting the above instances. That é\\oyéw occurs in Philem. ver. 18, 
in the sense of impute, is no more a reason why it should have that 
particular meaning in the verse before us, than it is that λογέζομαι 
should always have the sense of impute, because it often means to 
impute; but we know, also, that oftener still it means to compute, to 
regard, to make account of. 

‘That the sentiment derived from such an exegesis as that which 
I have adopted, is not foreign to the writings of Paul, is quite clear from 
comparing Rom. vii. 7—11 and iii. 20. In the former of these passages 
the law is represented as greatly exciting and aggravating the unholy 
desires of the carnal heart, by its restraints and disclosures ; so that 
* without the law, sin is dead,” i.e. it is little estimated and felt. In 
the latter, Paul declares that “ by the law is the knowledge of sin.” 
How well this accords with ἁμαρτία δὲ οὐκ ἐλλογεῖται μὴ ὄντος νόμου, 
needs hardly to be suggested. 

1 admit that a modified sense of the expression is to be regarded as 
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the true one, viz. it is not to be considered so absolute as to convey the 
idea that no sense of sin existed among the heathen in any measure ; 
for this would contradict fact, and contradict what Paul says in chap. 
i. 14,15. But then the modification is of just the same nature, as is 
to be received in respect to Rom. vii. 7—11. iii. 20, and also of John 
Xv. 22— 24, where the Saviour says, that if he had not come and spoken 
to the Jews, “ they would not have had sin.” 


Pres. Edwards has given the verse before us a peculiar turn: “ For before 
the law of Moses was given, mankind were all looked upon by the great Judge 
as sinners, by corruption and guilt derived from Adam’s violation of the original 
law of works; which shews, that the original universal rule of righteousness is 
not the law of Moses; for if so, there would have been no ain imputed before 
that was given, because sin is not imputed where there is no law,” (Orig. Sin, 
p- 275. Worces. edit.) He supposes that the main design of the apostle is here 
to shew, that the Jews could not claim their law as the only criterion of right 
and wrong; and in order to do this, Paul shews that men were condemned on 
account of imputed sin, before the giving of the law. But besides the forced 
construction which this introduces, it also obliges us to bring in here a subject of 
consideration that the apostle seems for the present to have dismissed from his 
mind, viz. the confident reliance of the Jews on their law, and their boasting of 
it. In order to make out the interpretation of Edwards, it must be shewn that 
the apostle here asserts the existence of another law antecedent to that of Moses, 
to which men were accountable. ‘This he had done, in chap. ii. 14, 15; but here 
it is not to his purpose to repeat this. He says merely, that men were sinners 
antecedently to the law of Moses, although in a state of nature they make but 
little account of sin; they were sinners, notwithstanding they made light of it; 
and they incurred the sentence of death, although they had not, like Adam, 
sinned against a revealed and expressed law. Now this goes to confirm the 
assertion in ver. 12, viz. πάντες ἥμαρτον" inasmuch as it serves to shew that 
a part of mankind were actually under sentence of death, about whom doubts 
might most easily arise. And as it seems to be spoken for this very purpose, so 
we may acquiesce in such an interpretation of the language as shews that it is 
directly subservient to the purposes of the writer. 


᾿Αλλ᾽ éaoldevcey ... . Movcéwe, still or nevertheless death reigned 
from Adam unto Moses. ᾿Αλλά, tamen, attamen.—’EGaoinevae, reigned, 
means was predominant, exercised uncontrolled sway or power. The 
writer designs, by this word, to express in a strong manner the 
universal dominion of death among men. But what death? The 
same, I would answer, as before; but still, I should be disposed to 
believe that he had in his eye here a particular part of what is com- 
prehended under the generic term death ; in other words, that temporal 
death was the special object to which he here adverts. My reason 
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for this is, that temporal death is a palpable part of the execution of 
the sentence, so palpable that all must admit it; and to some such 
undeniable evidence does the writer appear to appeal, for he seems to 
regard what he states as a thing that will not be denied. I do not look 
upon this sense of θάνατος here as a departure from the preceding one, 
in any important respect; for it should be construed as referring to 
a palpable part. of the death threatened, which by its relations to the 
other parts of the same, involves or implies them also. So Tholuck, 
Comm, p. 187. 2d edit. 

Kal émi....’Addp, even over those who had not sinned after the 
similitude of Adam's transgression. 

A part of the text itself is here a matter of dispute. Some Latin 
Codices, also Origen, Cyril, Rufin, Tertullian, Victorinus, Sedulius, 
and Ambrosiaster, omit the μή here. Semler, Mill, and some others, 
have done the same, But nearly all the Greek manuscripts, the Syriac 
version, the Vulgate, and many of the most conspicuous Greek and 
Latin fathers, e.g. Chrysostom, Theodoret, Theophilus, Irenaeus, Jerome, 
Ambrose, Augustine, and others, insert it. The weight of authority 
on the side of inserting it, seems, therefore, to be quite conclusive. 
Moreover, there is internal evidence of its genuineness. Teellner, 
Koppe, and Schott, have well remarked, that the use of καί here, before 
ἁμαρτῆσαντας, intimates that something unusual or unexpected was 
designed on the part of the writer. Accordingly, while one would 
expect to find him saying simply, (which would apparently make « 
much more facile and seemingly unexceptionable sense), ἐβασίλευσε. 
ἐπὶ τοὺς ἁμαρτήσαντας, we find him saying, ἐβασίλευσε «. «. καὶ ἐπὶ 
τοὺς μὴ ἁμαρτήσαντας. 

Ἐπὶ τῷ ὁμοιώματι, is like the Hebrew Maa» (confidenter); i.e. 
a noun with a preposition is employed instead of an adverb. So the 
Hebrew BIH 35 N72, Dan. x. 16, is rendered in the Septuagint, 
ὡς ὁμοίωσις υἱοῦ ἀνθρώπου. In all respects, ἐπὶ τῷ ὁμοιώματι is 
equivalent to ὁμοίως" so that ὁμοίως τῷ ᾿Αδὰμ παραβάντι would express 
the sense; as would ὥσπερ ᾿Αξὰμ παρέβη. Comp, ὁμοίωμα in Rom. i. 28, 
viii. 3. Phil. ii. 7. 

As to the sense of the passage; by mentioning those who lived 
before the law of Moses, as not having sinned after the manner of 
Adam, there is a plain implication that those who lived under the 
Jaw, did sin after the manner of Adam, But the /ikeness in question 
did not consist in this, viz. that the very same precepts were given 
to them, and were transgressed by them; it consisted plainly in 
the fact, that they, like Adam, had positive or revealed precepts as 

Pr 
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the rule of duty. Consequently those who sinned, but yet did not sin 
in the like way, (and such are described in vs. 13, 14), must have 
chap. di, 14, 15. 7 af mer heme 

“Origen, Augustine, Melanchthon, Beza, Pres. Edwards, and others, 
have construed the clause μὴ Gpaprieayrac, κι τ. λ,, as having respect 
to infants only. But Calvin rejects this interpretation τς Malo s+. « 
interpretari de iis qui sine lege peccaverunt.” Nevertheless he 
thinks infants may be included. But the ground of this is, that he 
construes πάντες ἥμαρτον and ἁμαρτία ἦν ἐν κόσμῳ as referring to 
imputed sin, The remark of Turretin is direetly to the point: “ Ex 
seopo apostoli serieque sermonis patet; hic agi etiam de adultis 
omnibus quiab-Adamo usque ad Mosem vixerunt. Etenim si de solis 
infantibus ageretur, cur intra id spatium se contineret, quod inter 
Adamum et Mosem fuit? Nam infantium omnium, et ante et post 
Jegem, eadem est ratio.” Accordingly, the interpretation οἵ. 

i gonerally rejected by distinguished erties of all parties, at the 
present day. 

Ὑ μαννα ταν με! i: La boos faeeniip Aldea 
ἁμαρτήσαντας, «.T-d.; that the dissimilitude here affirmed consists in 
‘the fact that Adam was an actual sinner, and others to whom reference 
is here made, sinners only by imputation. But such an interpretation 
has already been shewn to be inconsistent with the tenor of the 
passage, and with the declarations of the Old and New Testament in 
relation to this subject. How can it be in any way 
or even plausible, that men from the time of Adam to that of Moses, 
were sinners only by imputation? It is fairly out of question. The 
attempt to establish: such’ an interpretation must fail, For if such 
an imputation be made out, by virtue of the unity of Adam's race 
with himself, (and this is the ground on which it is asserted), then it 
would follow, of course, that their sin is Nor different from his; but the 
very same ; for if they were in him, and sinned in and with him, 
their sin is not different, but the same with hisy which is what-the 
apostle here denies, - 

“Ὅς ἔστι τύπος τοῦ μέλλοντος, who ἐπα type of him that was to 
come. Τύπος signifies, (1) In its original and most literal acceptation, 
an impress, ἃ note or mark made by impression, sculpture, beating, &e. ; 
inasmuch as it comes ftom τέτυπα the second Perfect of τύπτω. 
In this sense it is employed in John xx, 25. Hence, (2) It means 

“pattern, model; as in Acts vii. 44. Heb, viii 5. Exod. 
xxv. 40-(where the Hebrew has /133A). (3) It means exemple, 
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model in a good sense; e.g. Phil. iii. 17. 1 Thess. i. 7. 2 Thess. iii. 9. 
1 Tim. ἵν. 12, Tit. ii. 7. 1 Pet. v.3; but sometimes an example for 
the sake of warning, not of imitation, as in 1 Cor. x. 6, comp. ver. 11. 
(4) It means image, something which is a resemblance of some. other 
thing supposed or real; as in Acts vii. 43, Amos v, 26 (Heb. B22). 
In this Inst sense, i.e, that of image or resemblance, not in a physical 
sense, but in a causal one (if I may so speak), is Adam called a τύπος 
of Christ. 

‘That Christ is meant by τοῦ μέλλοντος, is clear from ver. 15 seq., 
where he is by name brought into comparison with Adam. The ellipsis 
after μέλλοντος, ie. the noun with which this participle agrees by 
implication, seems to δ ᾿Αδάμ, viz. the second Adam or ἔσχατος ᾿Αδάμ, 
as he is called in 1 Cor. xv. 45. 


But in what sense, i.e. how far, is the first Adam here considered as an 
image of the second? A question of no small importance ; inasmuch as by the 
answer to it must; in a great measure, all our views of the general meaning of 
vs. 12—19 be regulated. . 

An answer somewhat in detail, would occupy too much space to be inserted 
here. I have therefore thrown it into the form of an Excursus, which the 
reader may consult, in respect to the illustration and support of the follow- 
ing sentiments, which contain the principal results of what I have there exhi- 
hited; viz. 

1. The τυΐπος asserted of Adam, 


in respect to Christ, is not to be taken in 
the widest and fullest sense that the word itself is capable of, but in a sense 
which has many important limit For, (1) The whole is contrast ; i.e. 
‘the τύπον is antithetic. In many cases, a τύπος in the Old Testament is of the 
same nature with the ἀντιτύπος in the New Testament. But here, the whole is 
most plainly antithetic. (2) The degree or measure of the evils occasioned by 
Adam, is not the point of τύπος in respect to Christ; for this measure is 
declared to be far exceeded by the blessings which Christ has procured ; “ grace 
superabounds.” (3) It is not the person of Adam as such, which is compared 
with the person of Christ as such, in order to point out any personal resem- 
blances. It is the acts of each, and the consequences of whut each WAs DONE, 
that are the objects of comparison by the apostle ; it is the παρακοή or παράπτωμα 
and κατάκριμα of Adam, which are compared with the ὑπάκοη and δικαίωμα 
οἵ Christ, a 

We have seen what points do not belong to the τύπον' let us. now inquire 
what does belong to it. 

ΤΙ. The actual and principal point of similitude is, that each individual 
respectively, viz. Adam and Christ, was the cause or occasion, in consequence 
‘of what he did, of greatly affecting the whole human race; although in an 
‘opposite way. Adam introduced sin and misery into the world; and in conse- 
quence of this, all men are, even without their own concurrence, subjected to 
»3 
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many evils ere ; epee ERE RAT Ree ny τσ νοι 
tute of holy affections, and which renders it certain that they will sin, and 

always sin in all their acts of a moral nature, until 

the Spirit of God; st ni hy a 

are greatly exposed to the second death or death in the 

term; and in which this death will certainly come upon ἘΣ 
interposition of mercy through Chiist. (Od th oer Bead) Coal τον 
righteousness or justification, and all the blessings spiritual and temporal, 
which are connected with a probationary state under a dispensation of grace, 
and with the pardoning mercy of God. A multitude of blessings, such as the 
day and means of grace, the common bounties of Providence, the forbeurance of 
God to punish, the calls and warnings of mercy, the proffers of pardon, &c., are 
procured by Christ for all men without exception, and without any act of con- 
currence on their part; while the higher blessings of grace, actual pardon and 
everlasting life, although proffered to all, are actually bestowed only upon those 
who repent and believe. 

In this way we see, quite plainly, that Adam was a τύπος of Christ; becatise 
what he did affected the whole of the human race, to a certain extent, even 
without any concurrence or act of their own; and also exposed them to 
imminent hazard of everlasting death, As the antithesis of this, Christ procures 
blessings for all the human race, to a certain extent, even without any concur- 
rence or act of their own; sh a a oie by hit od a μαῖνες 
fully and freely to all, eternal redemption from the higher evils which the divine 
law would inflict upon sinners. ‘The extent of the influence of Adam, is a 
proper τύπορ of that of Christ, Each of these, by what he did, affected our 
whole race, without any concurrence of theirs, to πὶ certain extent: the one has 
placed them iu a condition, in which, by their own voluntary acts, they are 
peculiarly exposed to the most awful of all evils; the other has enabled them to 
secure the greatest of oll blessings. Here then is clearly and plainly antithetie 
τύπος. 

"The εἰρυγαλδυπδίηρ οἵ gospel grace, which ἐν Ἰρεϊνιοᾷ om sulemphadically ba: 
vs. 15—17, consists, (as is stated in ver. 16), in the simple fuct, that the death 
of Christ procures pardon for the numerous offences which we commit (wéAAww 
παραπτωμάτων), i.e. the effects of the death of Christ have respect to unnum= 
bered offences; while the effects of Adam’s sin have respect only to one 
offence, viz. that of eating the forbidden fruit, In other words; the death of 
Christ, as a remedy, is far more powerful and efficacious, than the sin of Adam 
‘was, as a means of corruption and misery. rales 

For the considerations which may serve to explain and confirm the views, 
here given BE alan (ae ei EN ee > τὼν 
this volume, 


Syhavevone: more:rematk:ta smake;-on) the phrase, ὅς dors remot ze 
μέλλοντος" which is, that Calvin and Tholuck regard the expression 
ag the apodosis of ver. 12. Calvin: * Heee particula posita est vice 
alterius membri....perinde ergo accipias ac si scriptum esset: Sicut 
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per unum hominem intravit peccatum in universum mundum, et per 
peccatum mors; ita per unum hominem rediit justitia, et per justitiam 
vita.” To the same purpose, Tholuck in his Commentary. And 
indeed, it cannot be denied that there is some ground for this. The 
apostle had said, that sin and death entered the world by Adam; he 
now says, that Adam is ἃ τύπος of Christ, (an antithetic τύπος is of 
course meant); by which must be signified, that Christ is in like 
manner the author of justification and happiness. This of course 
contains virtually, and by way of implication, what is contained in the 
apodosis which is fully and formally expressed in vs, 18, 19. 


CHAP. V. 15—17. 


‘The general object of these verses is plain and simple; and this is, to guard the 
reuder against mistake as to the meaning of the writer, when he asserts that Adam 
is a type of Christ. Certainly it is very easy to carry the meaning of the word 
τύπου too far; and that most readers are prone to do so, scarcely needs to be men- 
Boned. “In order then to guard against so doing, on the present oceasion, the 

js, in vs. 15—17, distinctly to name or point out some important 
aon i regard to which similitude (τύπος) cannot be asserted, between the first 
Adam and the second. In particular, the degree of evil occasioned by Adam's 
Aransgression, is not to be compared with the degree of good accomplished by Christ. 
Accordingly ver. 15 asserts, that as ‘the many were brought under sentence of 
death by the offence of Adam ; so may we well conclude it to be plainer still, that 
the grace of God, through Christ, would abound to the many.’ Ver. 16 repeats the 
‘same sentiment, but in a more specific manner : viz. ‘ the condemnation which comes 
nus through Adam, has respect only to one offence; while the justification 
by Christ, has respect to many offences. Ver. 17 repeats the general set 
ment of both the preceding verses, and adds the declaration, that as the offence of 
Adam caused death to reign over men, so the pardouing mercy and grace of the 
| will not only deliver us from punishment, but advance us to a state of eternal 
δον διω υνὰ glory, «Τὼ lat verse, cheny ἴα plainly ἃ lima, ia'relation τὸ the 
two which it. All three verses exhibit the same general sentiment; but 
specific difference from the others. 
i tude, then, between the case of Adium anid that of Chi 
Conseq we must exclude the particulars named by the apostle, from the idea 
Ὁ on the peescat occasion. How fen the οὐχ ay bere baa 
been forgotten, in the parallels which have been drawn between the first and the 
second Adam, no one who has read theology extensively needs to be informed. It 
may be further remarked, that the sentiment, which attributes to the grace of 
Christ good which is far greafer than the evil occasioned by Adam's offence, lies 
very face of vs. 15—17,' and should never be overlooked, What we 
should be.ia ourselves, othe fall of Adam has left us, is one thing; what our con- 
dition now is, through the grace of Christ, is another and very different one. 


κ᾿ 
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By no means. But let this be 2 βεε μρῖστε — 
And inthis ret ‘yea, is it oe te and repealy eared la 
before us 


(15) Παράπτωμα, offence, fall, viz, the first sin of Adam. That only 
one sin, and this altogether peculiar as to its effects, is here taken into 
view by the apostle, seems clear from vs. 16, 17, 18.,---Χάρισμα, favour, 
benefit, good bestowed on us, or done for us. 

Ei yap, for if, does not imply uncertainty here, but concession. The 
shape of the argument stands thus: ‘ Granting (as we must do) that 
the many [all] die [come under sentence of death] through Adam or by 
means of him; much more must we allow,’ &c. dp is here obviously 
γάρ confirmantis.—'Evée refers of course to "Addy. 

Oi πολλοὶ ἀπέθανον, the many died, i.e. all men came under sentence 
of death. Πολλοί here is exchanged in yer. 18 for πάντας ἀνθρώπους, 
which is doubtless the meaning of πολλοί, The reason why the apostle 
employs this word seems plainly to be, because he had just said τοῦ 
ἑνός, of which οἱ πολλοί is the direct antithesis, and as such would 
designate all men in distinction from Adam. In regard to ἀπέθανον, I 
must refer the reader to what is said on θάνατος under ver. 12. I 
would merely remark, that if @cvaroc means, as I have there stated it 
to mean, evil of any kind, in this world and in the next, then it is 
that Adam did by his offence cause θάνατος to come on all 
exception, inasmuch as all his race are born destitute of holiness, and 
in such a state that their passions will, whenever they become moral 
agents, lead them to sin. All too are the heirs of more or less 
suffering. It is true, then, that ald suffer on Adam's account; that all 
are brought under more or less of the sentence of death; that of πολλοὶ 
ἀπέθανον" but it need not, as I have already endeavoured to shew 
above, be maintained that all without distinction, and without any 
voluntary act of their own, are equally exposed to θάνατος in its 
fullest, highest, and most awful sense. This I regard as no more 
true, than that all men partake of the χάρισμα οἵ Christ in its highest 
sense, without any act of their own, i.e. without repentance and 
faith. To say that οἱ πολλοὶ ἀπέθανον διὰ ᾿Αδάμ; is not to say that all 
have the sentence executed on them in its highest sense (which is 
contradicted by fact) ; but it is to say, that in some respect or other, all 
are involved in it; that as to more or less of it, all are subjected to it ; 
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and that all are exposed to the whole of the evil which death includes. 
In what sense all this is true, we have already seen. In like manner, 
all receive some: important benefits from Christ, even without any 
coneurrence of their own ; and the most important favours are proffered 
to every individual ; but still these can be actually possessed only by 
penitence and faith. 

Ina word, it appears to be the design of the apostle to say, that all 
the human race without exception are involved, by the offence of Adam, 
in more or less of evil, i.e. in θάνατος of some kind or other ; and as 
the antithetic τύπος of this, to‘affirm that all without exception partake 
of blessings which Christ has procured. Here then is one essential 
point of τύπος. Now as to the detail; it certainly is not necessary to 
suppose, that those who never had any knowledge of duty, and never 
arrived’ at a state in which they were capable of moral agency ; in a 
word, that infants and idiots—are liable to the same θάνατος in all 
respects, as those who have πολλὰ παραπτώματα (ver. 16) of their own 
to answer for, It is enough for the apostle’s purpose, that all, even 
without any act or concurrence of their own, do in some degree partake 
both of the evil and the good, although the good ἐπερέσσευσε' while all, 
by their own acts, may be exposed to θάνατος in its ultimate and 
highest sense on the one hand, and may by penitence and faith obtain 
{wh in its highest sense on the other. 

᾿“Πολλῷ μᾶλλον, much more; in sense just what the old logicians call 
an @ fortiori in arguiment.—'H χάρις τοῦ θεοῦ καὶ ἡ δωρεὰ ἐν χάριτι, 
the grace of God and the gift which is by grace, may be regarded 
as a Hendiadys, meaning the gracious gift of God, viz. that which 
the gospel proffers, or the blessings which Christ has procured. If the 
reader prefers a different interpretation, and construes each separately, 
then χάρις τοῦ θεοῦ should be regarded as designating the gracious 
purpose of God, and ἡ δωρεὰ ἐν χάριτι the actual execution of this 
purpose. There can be no important objection urged against. this 
method of interpretation, I prefer the other, however, as the more 
simple and easy. 

Τῇ τοῦ ivi... Χριστοῦ, which is of one man Jesus Christ. Τῇ has 
Χάριτι for its antecedent. The Genitive τοῦ ἑνὸς, κι τι λ. may be 
construed in different ways. If it be taken as Gen. objecti, then it will 
mark the favour bestowed on Christ, i. e. of which he was the recipient; 
which does not seem here to be the object of assertion. If it be 
construed as Gen. auctoris, then it will designate the grace of which 
Christ is the cause or author. But as Paul had just said χάρις θεοῦ, 
denoting θεός as the author, so it is more probable that τοῦ ἑνὸς, x. 7+As 


224 ROMANS Υ. 15, 16, 


is Gen. instrumenti vel modi, i.e. it signifies here, that the blessings 
‘bestowed upon men, come by or through Christ, by his means or his 
agency. So Erasmus and Tholuck; and this sense seems best to fit 
the pussage. 

Ele τοὺς πολλοὺς ἐπερίσσευσε, hath abounded toward the many. ποὺς 
πολλοὺς is, of course, of a different meaning from πολλούς" just as οἱ 
πολλοί, in the preceding clause, differs from πολλοί, The latter would 
signify many in distinction from a few ; but οἱ πολλοί signifies the many, 
ive, the mass of men, as we say in English; or in German, die 
Gesammtheit der Menschen; in Hebrew, DY$"2. Rightly has Augus- 
tine said (on ver. 19): ᾿Αμαρτωλοὶ κατεστάθησαν οἱ πολλοί, multi 
constituti sunt peccatores, i.e. omnes, qui revera sunt multi. So in 
ver. 18, the synonyme is πάντας ἀνθρώπους. 

The reader will observe, that the statement made in this verse is 
simple declaration; a declaration, however, in which the appeal is 
tacitly made to that sense of the divine goodness, which, the apostle 
seems to have taken for granted, dwelt in the breast of all his readers. 
* If it be true,’ says he, ‘ that the sin of Adam occasioned so much evil ; 
then surely we may regard it as true, that the goodness of God has 
abounded so as to counterbalance it.’ He needed no argument to make 
his readers inclined to receive this. 

As to the question, how much ἡ χάρις τοῦ θεοῦ and ἡ δωρεὰ ἐν χάριτι, 
here mean, and how these are bestowed on all men, I must refer the 
reader to what is said above, and in Excursus IV, Let us count in 
what manner we please, and, if we make a right estimate, the blessings 
of the gospel more than counterbalance the mischiefs of the fall; and 
this is true, even when we take into view the full extent of those 
mischiefs. How this can be, I have already attempted to explain, in 
the places to which I have just referred. 

(16) Kai, imo, immo, yea. Καί confirmantie, drut ‘with. the repetitions 
of the preceding idea. It is obvious, indeed, that ver. 16 repeats the 
first proposition in ver. 15, and then adds an explanation, or rather, a 
confirmation of it. It is constructed in the same manner; inasmuch 
as it begins with the general assertion of dissimilarity (οὐχ ὡς), and 
then continues with a γάρ explicative, as before. After οὐχ ὡς, epipa 
should be mentally inserted in order to fill out the ellipsis; as is clear 
from the next clause, viz. τὸ μὲν γὰρ κρίμα. Comp. οὐχ ὡς τὸ παράπτωμα, 


in ver, 15. 

ξ » Several important Codices, viz. D. Ε, F. G.; also 
the Syriac, Vulgate, and old Latin versions, read ἁμαρτήματος. But 
the present reading has, on the whole, the weight of evidence in its 
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favour; and it is attended with no serious difficulty. One need only 
insert κρίμα after ὡς, and the comparison is obvious; and that this 
should be done, is plain, as has already been hinted, from the clause 
immediately following, viz. τὸ μὲν yap κρίμα, x.r-d. The whole would 
then read thus: ‘Yea, [the sentence] by one who sinned, is not like 
the free gift; for the sentence by reason of one [offence] was unto 
condemnation [was a condemning sentence]; but the free gift [pardon] 
is of many offences, unto justification, i.e. is a sentence of acquittal 
from ion.” 

Τὸ μὲν γὰρ κρίμα ἐξ ἑνὸς, i.e. ἐξ ἑνὸς [waparrdparoc]; for the anti- 
thesis, χάρισμα ἐκ πολλῶν παραπτωμείτων, shews, very clearly, that 
παραπτώματος is to be supplied after ἑνός. 

Δώρημα and δικαίωμα differ not at all in sense here. It appears to be 
merely variety of expression which is sought for in the use of them, 
but not a difference in the meaning or idea. 

The verse thus interpreted, shews the ground of the περισσεία, the 
abounding of the grace of the gospel, over the κρίμα or κατάκριμα 
occasioned by the sin of Adam. This abounding was asserted in ver. 15, 
but not particularly explained. Here it is explained. Whatever 
were the evils occasioned to the posterity of Adam, by his fall, they 
were only such as one offence occasioned. But, on the other hand, the 
blessings procured by Christ, are not merely commensurate with these 
evils; they extend not only to counterbalancing the consequences of 
the fall; but also to the removing of the consequences of the πολλὰ 
παραπτώματα of men. 

I cannot agree with Siskind, who (Magazin der Dogmatik und 
Moral, Th. XIII. p. 86, seq.) supplies ἀνθρώπου after ἑνός here, and 
refers πολλῶν, not to παραπτωμάτων, but to ἀνθρώπων understood ; 
a violence by which nearly the whole of the antithesis is lost, and 
which seems to me plainly to force upon the passage a sense not 
belonging to it. Chrysostom saw the passage in another light; who 
says: Ἢ δὲ χάρις οὗ τὴν play ἐκείνην ἁμαρτίαν dveiAn μόνον, ἀλλὰ καὶ 
τὰς per’ ἐκείνην εἰσελθώσας. 

The general object of the verse is sufficiently plain, from the con- 
siderations already stated, But there is still some difficulty as to the 
detail. Κρίμα, implied after οὐχ ὡς, and expressed in τὸ μὲν γὰρ κρίμα, 
means judgment or sentence of condemnation, or punishment. So it often 
means, e.g. Rom. iii. 8. xiii. 2. 1 Cor. xi. 29, Gal. v.10. 1 Tim. v.12, 
et alibi, It is plainly the opposite of δώρημα, which is only another 
name for χάρισμα, as the sequel of the verse shews, in which the latter 
ἧς substituted for the former. Now as δώρημα and χάρισμα both denote 
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favour, good bestowed of any kind; so κρέμα (the antithesis) must of 
course denote the opposite of this, i.e. evil inflicted, the withholding of 
good, As in Hebrew, MVM means, not only sin, but the penal conse- 
quences of sin; so κρίμα means, not only condemning sentence, but the 
consequences of condemnation ; see the passages referred to above. Ὁ 

But how are we to interpret κρίμα & ἑνὸς εἰς κατάκριμα ἢ The very 
expression shews, that here «pia is to be taken as explained above, 
viz. as meaning the evil inflicted by Adam's sin, Now whether this 
be considered as the loss of the righteousness of man’s original state, 
and the being born in a condition in which it is certain that our passions 
will get the better of our reason and bring us under condemnation; or 
whether it be considered as matter of fact, that the sin of Adam occasions 
all men to be born with a disposition which is in itself positively sinful, 
and thus necessarily leading to our condemnation; jit is still true in 
either case, that the κρίμα, the evil inflicted or suffered, is of such a 
nature as to lead to, or prepare the way for, κατάκριμα, condemnation, 
i.e. θάνατος in its higher and more dreadful senses Before cic κατάκριμα. 
the verb ἐγένετο is of course implied, 

But you may ask: Does the κρέμα then lead all men without exception 
to κατάκριμα 7 All, I reply, who sin; but others, i. e. infants and idiots, 
are not necessarily involved in this, in its highest and most awful sense, 
any more than they are in the sentence: “ He that believeth not shall 
be damned.” The declaration now in question, does not extend of 
necessity, (I mean, of course, in its high and full sense), to every 
individual, any more than the δεκαέωμα does, which is mentioned in the 
last clause of the verse. Some voluntary act on the part of each indi- 
vidual (as has once and again been already said), is essential either to 
subject one to the κατάκριμα, or to receive the δικαίωμα, in their full 
sense. If the comparison of the apostle will hold here, (and who will 
deny that he means to make the impression that it will?) it cam no 
more be true that the one sinner has brought κατάκριμα in its highest 
sens¢ on all men, without any act of their own, than, it is true that 
δικαίωμα, in its full sense, is actually conferred by the one righteous on 
all, without any-act of their own. But the latter is certainly not true; 
how then can the former be made out? That the fall of Adam has had 
an influence on the guilt and condemnation of all who perish, in some 
way or other; that it is one of the causes, in the sense. of being an 
occasion of, or being accessory to, a state or condition preparatory to 
the guilt that brings on κατάκριμα in its highest sense, 1 do most fully 
believe and freely admit. I see no ground to deny that the apostle had 
at least so much in view. More than this, his language does not oblige 
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us to admit; and more than this, the nature of his comparisons does 
not seem to allow. Certainly the analogy of other parts of Scripture 
speaks for such an interpretation ; as we shall see in the sequel. For 
additional considerations relative to this topic, I must refer the reader 
to the remarks on ver. 19, and to the Excursus which is connected 
with it, 

_ In regard to ἐξ ἑνὸς [παραπτώματος], Flatt observes, that the mention 
of one offence, viz. the first one of Adam, does not exclude the idea 
that his other and subsequent offences might have contributed to the 
evils of his posterity, as well as this; ‘much less,” he adds, “can 
we conclude that this one sin was the only cause of corruption.” But 
Icannot accede to, this sentiment, in the shape in which it is here stated. 
It is clear throughout this passage (vs. 12—19), that rd παράπτωμα, ἡ 
παράβασις, ἡ παρακοή, all have a specific relation to Adam's first sin. 
Equally clear is it, that 1 Tim, ii. 14. 2 Cor. xi.3. 1-Cor. xv. 21,22 
favour this opinion, And in the verse before us, ἐξ ἑνὸς [παραπτώματος 
is plainly and directly opposed to πολ λῶν παραπτωμάτων. But how 
could this be, unless Paul considered the first offence of Adam, and (I 
may say) this only, as having procured the evils which he here contrasts 
with the blessings bestowed by Christ ? 

Tt must indeed be granted, that this was a peculiar dispensation of 
the Most High, one which displayed his sovereignty in a special manner. 
But so was the dispensation of grace. It was the act of obedience unto 
death, by which Christ procured justification (δικαίωμα) for us. All the 
obedience of his life did indeed contribute to the perfection of his cha- 
rater, and so fitted him to become an acceptable propitiatory sacrifice ; 
but his obeying to the death of the cross was the grand act by which our 
salvation was insured ; comp. Phil. ii. 8, Matt. xxvi. 39,42. John x. 18. 
Heb, x. 1---10. In this respect, therefore, the obedience of the one may 
be compared with the disobedience of the other; as it is, indeed, in 
ver, 19. 

(17) Thus much, in the preceding verse, with regard to counter- 
balancing, or rather, hindering or removing, the evils occasioned not 
only by the sin of Adam, but by all the sins which men have committed 
in their own persons, What is there said, seems’ to refer simply and 
only to the hindering or removing of the evils in question. This of 
itself would merely deliver men from positive evil, i.e. from actually 
* going down to the pit;’ leaving them where they are, without advance 
to a state of positive happiness and glory. But such is not the work 
of Christ.. The apostle had already. intimated, in vs, 8—10 of the 
present chapter, that the Saviour does not begin his work and leave it 
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half completed; and in accordance with this sentiment Paul now goes 
on to state, that in addition to saving men from the penalty of their 
many offences (ver. 16), i.e, saving them from positive evil, Christ 
advances them, when thus delivered, to a state of exalted happiness 
and glory. te 

Ei yap .... διὰ τοῦ ἑνός, for if by the offence of one, death reigned by 
means of one. The γάρ here is γάρ illustrantis, in the same manner as 
it is in the beginning of ver. 16; for ver. 17 is (in respect to sense, not 
form) coordinate with ver. 16, both being parts of an illustration or 
confirmation of the declaration made in ver. 15. Ver. 16 declares that 
Christ saves men from the punishment of their many offences; ver. 17, 
that he actually advances them to glory.—Tod ἑνός in both cases means, 
τοῦ ἑνὸς [ἀνθρώπον.] The reign of death is here the same thing as 
in ver. 14, ie. ἐβασίλευσε means, was predominant, exercised an un= 
controlled power. In what sense death affected all, has already been 
explained, once and again. 

Πολλῷ .... Χριστοῦ, much more shall they who receive abundance of 
grace and of the gift of justification, reign in life through one, Jesus 
Christ. Περισσείαν τῆς χάριτος καὶ τῆς δωρεᾶς τῆς δικαιοσύνης, refers to 
the χάρις and δωρεά already mentioned in ver. 15. ‘Tholuck refers 
δικαιοσύνη here to internal sanctification, or to the life of God in the 
soul of man, i.e. subjective holiness. But it seems to me quite clear, 
that δικαιοσύνη conveys the same meaning here, as δικαιωθέντες in vs. 1,96 
Certainly this makes the best antithesis to the state of condemnation, 
designated by ὁ θάνατος ἐβασίλευσε in the preceding clanse. In case 
we construe δικαιοσύνης as I have proposed above, the sentiment runs 
thus: ‘For if all are in a state of condemnation by reason of the 
offence of one, much more shall those toward whom abundance of 
mercy and pardoning grace are shewn, be redeemed from condemnation, 
and advanced to a state of happiness.’ But suppose, instead of inserting 
this latter clause, we should say : ‘Much more shall they who receive 
grace and are sanctified, be saved,’ &c.; would the antithesis be equally 
forcible, or the congruity of the sentiment equally striking? A negative 
answer seems to me unavoidable; and of course I cannot accede to the 
exegesis of Tholuck ; especially when I compare the sentiment in 
ver. 16, τὸ δὲ χάρισμα... εἰς δικαίωμα.. 

Βανιλεύσουσι ἐν ζωβ, shall ναίφην ἐα ἀμ, ὁ. δ eball bw elavased ota 
exalted and glorious state of happiness. That ζωή is the common word 
to indicate happiness, needs not to be here proved. That to reign 
means to be exalted to an elevated and glorious condition, the 
see by comparing Rev. ii. 26, 27. iii, 21, Matt. xix. 28, Luke xxii, 30. 
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1 Cor. vi. 2. 2 Tim. ii11,12. Rev. xx. 4. Dan. vii. 22, Ps. xlix. 14. 
Ex. xix. 6, comp. 1 Pet. ii. 9. 

Flatt, in his Commentary, represents ver. 17 as an advance upon the 
sentiment in-ver.16, after the same manner (for substance) that I have 
doné. This: interpretation seems to me to fall in with the natural 
progress of thought in the apostle's mind; for the first thing, in con- 
templating the remedy for the miseries which followed in the train of 
‘Adam's transgression, would naturally be, deliverance from. positive 
evil or suffering. But this would not complete the idea of περισσεία, 
the abounding of gospel grace. The reigning in life was essential to 
the full completion of this ; and this ver. 17 exhibits. 
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We have already seen, that ver. 12 contains a protasis without a corresponding 
gpodoris. We have also seen, that ὅς ἐστι τύπον τοῦ μέλλοντον (ver. 14) comprises 
in substance, but still in the way of hint and not formally, a kind of apodosis.. No 
rae was τύπος τοῦ μέλλοντος uttered by the apostle, than his mind was turned to 

ee itself thes p , instead of going on to complete his apodosis ; 
sate nay seems to have felt ἧι τὸ be important, to guard his readers against 
3s, or carrying the resemblance indicated by it too far. Accord- 
indy do he does this, as we have also seen, in ws. 15—17; which exhibit the epanor- 
Seale (ἐπανθυσαν i in question; for so grammarians call that form of speech which 
i 0 guard against mistakes. This being completed, he now proceeds 

fay torcanibit es ‘apodosis in ys. 18, 19, which we ave next to consider, 


(18) "Apa ofy.... κατάκριμα, wherefore, as by the offence of one, 
[sentence] came upon all men unto condemnation, “Apa and dpa οὖν are 
commonly illative, according to New Testament usage; e.g. Matt, 
vii. 20. Gal. iv, 81. Rom, vii. 3,25. viii, 12, ix, 16,18, xiv. 12,19, 
et alibi, Nor does this make any serious difficulty here. The apostle 
had already averred, that Adam was τύπος τοῦ μέλλοντος. He had 
already shewn, that the mischiefs resulting to our race from the fall of 
‘Adam, were more than repaired by the grace of Christ, “Apa οὖν, then, 
would by no means be inapposite. It is as much as to say: ‘ Matters 
being as I have already declared, it follows or results from them, that 
the comparison begun in ver. 12 will hold, viz. that as all have been 
introduced to sin and death by Adam, so righteousness and life are 
provided for all by Christ.’ While dpa οὖν may be admitted, then, (as 
‘Tholuck urges), to be illative, it does not hinder it from standing at the 
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head of a sentence, which is properly’ resumption of what had been 
said in ver. 12. 37) 6 φῶ» a es 

“That δύ ἑνὸς παραπτώματος barn ene τος οἱ 
from the antithesis, d' ἑνὸς δικαιώματος" which Sar io τοῦ 
any thing but the righteousness of one, (not one righteousness). That 
κρίμα is implied after παραπτώματος, is suggested by Calvin, and is 
clear from the manifestly elliptical condition of the sentence as it now 
stands, as well as from a comparison of it with the middle clause in 
ver. 16. elias 

ἴα rogard tothe manner or extent of the spp εἰς κατάκριμα, se the 
notes on ver, 16. 

Οὕτω καὶ. = ἔν, 60 [She fres gif] ease’ ἀρῶν atl aea aera 
cation of life. hat χάριομα Se! ne’ to tbe ig ΟΝ τος 
the nature of the case, from the elliptical state of the phrase, and from 
a comparison with the latter clause of ver. 16. Οὕτω καί, here, is the 
genuine mark of the apodosis, which stands in antithesis both to ver. 12, 
and to the first clause in the present verse, which is merely a resumption 
or repetition in substance of that verse-—Am«adparoe being 
ee ue 
holiness, righteousness =iraxof in ver. 19. ~ 7 dion 

Ele πάντας ἀνθρώπους, unto ald men. Let us hear Calvin: “ Commu- 
nem omnium gratiam facit, quia omnibus exposita est, non quod ad omnes 
extendatur re ips: Nam etsi passus est Christus pro PECcATIS ToTIUs 
MUNDI, alque OMNIBUS INDIFFERENTER Dei benignitate offertur; non 
tamen omnes apprebendunt.” So do such men speak, when théy look 
away from system, and have thoroughly studied the Scriptures, as 
Calvin had done when he wrote this. In his early work entitled 
Anstitutiones, he has sometimes exhibited sentiments which appear to 
differ from these. I only add, that no words can more exactly express 
what I suppose the apostle to mean, than thoseof Calvin, 

Δικαίωσιν ζωῆς, justification of life, means that justification which 
is connected with eternal life or happiness. So Calvin; and so the 
nature of the case requires. It is plain that δικαίωμα in yer. 16, 
δικαιοσύνη in ver. 17, and δικαίωσις here, are all used in the! same 
sense; as indeed they all may be, consistently with their form and 
etymology. These different words seem to be chosen by the writer, 

for the sake of avoiding uniformity of diction, = 

(19) The first impression on reading this verse is, that it is merely 
a repetition of the sentiment in ver. 18. But, as Calvin remarks: “Non 
est tautologia, sed necessaria proxima sententi« declaratio;” ive. it ix 
not tautology, but a necessary explanation of the preceding verse. In 
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ver. 18 the apostle simply says, that [sentence] came upon all men to 
condemnation; wy, he does not there say. In ver. 19 he gives the 
ground or reason of this, viz. that “‘all men were constituted sinners 
by the disobedience of Adam.” And so, mutatis mutandis, in respect to 


That παρακοή here, is the same as παράβασις in ver. 14, and παρά- 
πτῶμα in vs. 15, 17, 18, needs hardly to be mentioned. But in this 
case, as there in respect to παράβασις and παράπτωμα, reference is not 
made to other offences of Adam besides the first, but specifically to the 
first, and to that only. See on ver. 16 above. In other words; it is 
not the παρακοή of Adam’s whole life, to which the apostle refers, but 
the first act only of his disobedience. 

"ApapruXoi κατεστάθησαν οἱ πολλοί, the many were constituted sinners, 
or became sinners. Καθίστημι means, in the active voice, to appoint, 
constitute, make, cause, to put one in any place or office, to set him in 
any place, ὅδ. In the passive and middle voices, (for κατεστάθησαν. 
may belong to either,’ inasmuch as the first Aorist pass. is frequently 
employed’ in ‘the sense of the middle voice), κατεστάθησαν may mean, 
were constituted, or became; comp. James iv. 4, where καθίσταται 
denotes becoming an ἐχθρὸς θεοῦ by one’s own act, i.e. by being ἃ friend 
of the world. And so in 8 Mace. iii. δ, ‘the Jews καθειστήκεισαν. 
[became] εὐδόκιμοι, by their own voluntary doing of justice, as the first 
part of the verse asserts. In like manner here, no necessity is laid 
upon us, by the use of the word κατεστάθησαν, of understanding the 
apostle to assert that men involuntarily, or without the concurrence of 
their own free will, become sinners. Surely men may become sinners 
im consequence of the act of another, and yet be altogether voluntary 
in becoming 30; as is clear ftom the fact, that men every day yield to 
temptations ‘offered by others to commit sin, and yet are altogether 
voluntary in thus yielding, Nothing then can be drawn merely from 
the use of the word κατεστάθησαν, to shew that here the doctrine of 
imputation, in the strict and proper sense of this word, is taught. 

* But if this doctrine does not lie in the word κατεστάθησαν alone, 
does it not lie'in this word joined with διὰ τῆς παρακοῆς τοῦ ἑνός ? How 
can men become sinners διὰ τῆς παρακοῆς τοῦ ἑνός, and be themselves 
proper agents in their own sinfulness?” 

Bretschneider, in commenting on this passage, has remarked 
(Dogmatik, p. 53), that the apostle, throughout vs, 12—19, has used 
διά with the Genitive after it; in which case, he says, it designates not 
the efficient cause, but only the means or occasion of a thing; and this 
he states as a principle in regard to the preposition διά, He adds, 
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moreover, that διά should have been followed by the Accusative case, 
if the writer had meant to designate the efficient cause, 

I can hardly see how a writer of such distinguished acuteness as 
Bretschneider, and the author of an excellent Lexicon of the New 
Testament, should have let such a remark as this escape him. ‘That 
διά before the Genitive often marks the efficient cause, the reader may 
see in Johni. 3. Rom, xi. 36. John iii. 17. Rom. i, 5, 1 Cori. 9, 
Gal. i. 1, 2Thess. ii, 2. Heb.i. 3, δι᾽ ἑαυτοῦ, That it signifies the 
efficient cause any oftener or more naturally, when followed by the 
Accusative, has, I am fully persuaded, no foundation in point of fact. 
It can be made altogether clear, that διά before either Genitive or 
Accusative, in the New Testament, and also in classical writers, may 
mean, and does mean, both the efficient and instrumental or occasional 
cause. 

But, although there is no just ground for the remark of Bretschneider, 
yet the fact that διά may mark either the principal cause, or merely the 
occasional one, shews that we cannot here lay any stress on the prepo- 
sition itself as determining either for or against the usual idea of 
imputation, in the verse before us. 

We must come then, in the next place, to the examination of the 
general nature of the whole phrase, in order to get the satisfaction which 
is required. And if now “ the many became sinners by the disobedience 
of Adam,” must it not follow that his sin is imputed to them, ie. 
reckoned as their's ? 

In reply I would ask: Why should this be a necessary consequence 
of admitting the apostle’s assertion? If a writer should say, that 
millions in Europe have become or been constituted by 
Voltaire; would the necessary meaning be, that the sin of Voltaire was 
put to their account? Certainly not; it would be enough to say, in 
order fully to explain and justify such an expression, that Voltaire had 
been an instrument, 2 means or occasion of their profligacy. The sin 
itself of profligacy is, after all, entirely their own. There is no room 
for mistake, in such a case as this. 

But I will select a case more: directly. in point.stills ona; taken foes 
the very epistle under consideration, and which therefore must serve to 
cast direct light upon the usus loquendi of Paul. In Rom. vii. 5, this 
apostle says, τὰ παθήματα τῶν ἁμαρτιῶν, τὰ διὰ τοῦ νόμον, our sinful 
passions which were wy the law. Again, in ver.7 he says: “I had not 
known sin, except dei νόμου." Again, in ver. 8: “Sin taking occasion, 
διὰ τῆς ἐντολῆς wrought in me all manner of concupiscence;” and so 
again in ver. 11. Suppose, now, that one should undertake to prove 
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from these passages, that the law or the commandment (which is the 
same thing) is the efficient cause of all sin; what would be the reply ἢ 
It would be, that the law, by the restraints and prohibitions which it 
imposes on the sinner, becomes the innocent occasion of exciting the 
sinner’s passions and opposition to what is enjoined. These passions 
would have lain comparatively dormant, had they not been roused by 
opposition and restraint. It is thus that our “ sinful passions are by 
the law.” But is the law the efficient cause of our sinful passions? Or 
is there evil in the law, which evil is put to our account, i.e. merely 
imputed to us? ‘The answer to this is, that “ the law is holy, and just, 
and good.” Διά then does mark some other cause besides an efficient 
one; for surely the law is not the efficient cause of sin. Nay, we see 
by the instance just produced, that our sinful passions may be said to 
De διὰ τοῦ νόμον, and yet that the law itself is altogether “holy and just 
and good.” It may surely then be said, that ‘men become sinners by 
or through the disobedience of Adam,’ without meaning by this, that his 
‘own personal sin is ours, or that his personal guilt is imputed to us. 
Tf the apostle had said simply: Διὰ ᾿Αδάμ ἁμαρτωλοὶ κατεστάθησαν οἱ 
πολλοί, we could not have determined merely from this, even whether 
Adam was the guilty or innocent occasion of our becoming sinners, (for 
surely the law, as above, was an innocent occasion) ; it is only from the 
ἁμαρτία, παράβασις, παράπτωμα, and παρακοή which are attributed to 
Adam, and from the history of his fall, that we know him to have been 
the guilty occasion of bringing evils on his posterity. 

It were easy to produce many other cases of διά, applied in the like 
way as in Rom. vii.; but I deem it superfluous. It is impossible, then, 
that any legitimate conclusions in favour of imputation in its strict 
sense, can be made out either from the particular words or the general 


phraseology of ver. 19. 


‘We must, then, examine the nature of tee case. What is it? It is (according 
to the common theory of imputation), that the sin of one man is charged upon all 
his posterity, who are condemned to everlasting death because of it, antecedent 
to, and independently of any voluntary ernotion or action on their part. But 
this idea seems to be attended with some serious difficulties; for (a) It appears 
to contradict the essential principles of our moral consciousness. We hever 
did, and we never can, feel guilty of another's act, which was done without any 
Knowledge or concurrence of our own. We may just as well say, that we can 
appropriate to ourselves and make our own, the ieee of another, as his 
unrighteousness. But we can never, in either case, even force ourselves into'a 
consciousness that any act is really our own, except one in which we have had 
‘a personal and voluntary concern. A transfer of moral turpitude 
impossible as a transfer of souls; nor does it lie within the boundaries of human 
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effort, that we should repent of Adam’s sin. We may be filled, and we should 
be filled, with deep abasement on account of our degraded and fallen nature ; 
but to repent, in the strict sense of this word, of another's personal act, is 
plainly an utter impossibility. 
. (δ) Such an imputation as that in question, would be in direct opposition to 

the first principles of moral justice, as conceived of by us, or as represented in 
the Bible. That ‘the son shal] not die for the iniquity of the father,” is as true 
as that “ the father shall not die for the iniquity of the son ; as God has most 
fully declared in Ezek. xviii. I am aware that Pres. Edwards (Orig. Sin) has 
endeavoured to avoid the force of the declarations in this deeply interesting 
chapter, by averring, that “the tl.ing denied, is communion in the guilt and 
punishment of the sins of others, that are distinct parts of Adam's race, i. e. who 
are different individuals,” p. 338. The same writer has laboured at length to 
prove the actual physical or metaphysical (I hardly know which to name it) 
unity of all our race with Adam. According to him, then, we are all one in 
Adam and with him. How then can we all be separate and distinct from each 
other? Are we any more separate from each other, than we are from our first 
parents? Pres. Edwards and many others have often and at length represented 
our connexion with Adam, by the figure of a tree and its branches. Conceding 
this for the present, we may ask, whether the topmost branch is not more nearly 
and intimately connected with the one next below it, than it is with the root ; 
and whether it receives the laws of its nature any more from the root, than it 
does from the branch immediately next to it? Then we may ask again, 
whether any law exists between the branches as they have respect to each 
other, that is fundamentally different from, and opposite to, that law by 
which they are all connected with the root? Can the root communicate that 
to the topmost branch, which does not come through the next branch below 
the topmost, and conform to the laws of its nature? Or has the root some 
other mode of communication with the topmost branch, independently of 
that through the next intermediate one, and in conformity with the laws of its 
nature ἢ 

But I must desist from urging questions. I can only say, that my limits, 
and the nature of my present undertaking, allow me todo no more than to give 
mere hints; and these, only in respect to a small part of the subject. I make 
the appeal, however, to all who have not a point to carry, and ask, for I feel 
constrained to ask: Would such an exegesis of the prophet Ezekiel have ever 
been produced, except for the sake of avoiding the force of a consideration, 
which at least seems to overturn the doctrine of imputation in its rigid sense? 
I add only, that the whole doctrine of moral retribution, as built on the 
principles of moral justice, appears, at the very first view of it which is 
taken by our conscience and our sense of right and wrong, to be consentaneous 
with the principles laid down in Ezek. xviii.; and the representations of 
moral retribution in the Scriptures surely accord with the views of that 
chapter. 

‘ But still you admit, that the whole human race became degenerate and 
degraded, in consequence of the act of Adam.’ 
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_ I doso; I fully believe it. 1 reject all the attempts to explain away this. 
‘(See in Exenrsus V.) I go further: I admit not only the loss of an original 
state of rig to all, in consequence of Adam's first sin, but that 
evils and death have come of course on all by means of it. I admit 
born in such a state, that it is now certain they will be sinners as 
are moral agents, and that they will never be holy until they are 

ly I must admit, that all have come into imminent 


‘may not still, through “ superabounding grace,” be converted even into instru- 

ith regard to the discipline of the penitent in this fallen state, 
things will work together for good to those who love God.” 
ed, (as I do hope and trust they are), all the evils which they 
this world, may be made, by a wise and holy Providence, to 
eternal good. In what way, I pretend not to determine. If 
‘saved, this fact of itself will render it certain, that their 
made to contribute to their eternal good; for so much we are 
‘so much therefore we know from the assurances of the Scriptures. 
follow, then, because a part, a very small part, of the peualty of the 
‘on all our race without exception, and only such a part as is 
‘eapable of becoming the means of good, (so the “ superabounding” and 
wonderful grace of the gospel has ordered it), that it can be proved from such 
infliction, that all are the heirs of eternal damnation, whether guilty or not of 
voluntary sins. It does not follow, because we are born destitute of those holy 
‘inclinations which Adam had in his original state, that we are born with a 
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positive infusion οἵ evil inclinations into our nature. (See Edwards on Orig. 
‘Sin, Part IV. chap. ii., who strongly asserts here the same sentiment). It does 
‘not follow, because it is certain that all who come to be moral agents, will sin 


and will not do any thing which is holy until they are regenerated, that when 
men do sin, they do not sin of their own free will and choice and without any 
ion or necessity. It was just as certain before Adam and the fallen 


freely. Certainty, in the view of God or in the nature of things, as to a 
‘event, does not diminish at all from the possibility that it should be 
voluntary and of free choice. It does not follow, then, from the 
inty that all Adam's race in their present fallen condition will 
‘as they are capable of sinning, and thus bring on themselves the 
death in its fullest sense, that Ais sin is strictly and fully imputed 


a 


I might go further. Pres. Edwards and others have vehemently urged 
the wnirersalify of sin, as a proof that our nature has inherited a positive 
infusion of corruption from Adam; and he insists on this at great length, in 
the first part of his Treatise on Original Sin, as an unanswerable argument. 
But I find great difficulty in admitting the force of the argument, Just so 
far as the human race have had any trial in a pure and holy state, just so 
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the consequence was a universal falling from that state. Pres. Edwards 
himself has taken great pains, in another part of his book, to shew that we had 
a more favourable trial in the person of Adam, than we should have had in 
proprié personé, OF course, then, he must admit that we all should have fallen, 
had we, like Adam, been placed in a state of holiness. ‘The corruption, 
thereforé, by his own arguments, would have been just as universal as it now is, 
if all men had been placed on trial in a state of innocence. How then can the 
CORNEAS Hop eves Aver W epee 
which has been inherited from Adam? 

T might even go farther still, and aver, Whedbee eRe 
uninersality of corruption be a valid one to prove our native and’ positive 
depravity; the same argument will prove, that men would have been 
sinners if they had been born in a holy state, than they now are. For as. all of 
mankind who were placed on trial in a state of holiness did fall; and-as by the 
statement of Pres. Edwards himself, it must be admitted that all their posterity 
would have failen, in the like condition ; and as it is clear, that when beings in 
a holy state sin and fall, they are preeminently guilty ; so, for aught that I can 
see, Pres. Edwards himself being judge, the guilt of men would have been just ax 
universal as it now is, if they had been born holy and placed on trial us Adam 
was ; while the measure of this guilt would of course have been much greater 
than at present. For why were the fallen angels passed by, without any 
redemption provided for them, if their sin was not beyond the reach of mercy 
because of their previous holy state? a tp a τώ See 
such tremendous consequences as no other sin among men ever 
its aggravation was exceedingly great, in consequence γεηρὰ εν ονεεν δ στοῦ 
astate of holiness? And even at the present time, is it not true that the sins of 
Christians are, for obvious reasons, more blameworthy than those of the 
unregenerate? 

But to return; when I say, then, that the whole human race have become 
degenerate and degraded by the fall, T mean, that they have lost the righteousness 
of their original state; that they are subjected to various evils in the present 
life; that they are in such circumstances, that they will all sim as soon as they are 
capable of sinning, and never do any thing holy wntil they are regenerated. But in 
his original state, Adam did neither sin as soon as he was capable of doing it; 
nor did he fail to live in a manner entirely holy, for some time; how 
Scriptures have not told us. Here then are two things. in which Ais state was 
exceedingly different from ours; and in respect to these two things, it was far 
superior to ours. This entitles us to say, that our nature is now degraded and 

», in itself considered. As elevated by the grace of God, a different 
view is presented. But we arr bees: conteraplatiig it Sev, ΘΝ 
itself. 

I add only, that as “the many" are never “ made righteous” “without 
penitence and faith, ije. without some act which is properly their own, #0, by 
parity of reason, we must suppose that “the many” are’ not’ constituted 

sinners," except in the same way. 

I see no way, then, either by philology or from the nature of the case, of 
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establishing the doctrine of imputation, in the sense of moral transfer or 
communication of turpitude, or in the sense of guilt construed as meaning 
obnoxiousness to punishment in the full and proper sense of the word; at least, 
no way of proving this from the passage under examination. 


In respect to ὑπακοῆς, I regard it here as designating péculiarly 
the obedience of Christ as exhibited in his expiatory sufferings ; 
comp. Phil. ii. 8. Matt. xxvi. 39, 42. John x. 18. Heb. x, 7—10.— 
Δέκαιοε κατασταθήσονται οἱ πολλοί, many shall be constituted righteous, 
ive. be justified, pardoned, accepted and treated as righteous, shall 
be subjects of the gospel δικαιοσύνη which Christ procures for sinners. 
Under the gospel this is proffered to. all men, as stated by Calvin; 
see on ver, 18, So much is done without any concurrence or voluntary 
act on the part of the sinner; just as the same sinner is subjected 
to certain evils on account of Adam's transgression, and without 
any voluntary act of his own. But whether the sinner shall obtain the 
higher ransom thus proffered, or whether he will suffer the second death 
or higher penalty—is suspended on his own act. It remains still true, 
as it ever has been, that “ except we repent, we shall all perish.” 
Men do not become δίκαιοι, therefore, without some voluntary act of 
their own. Even so they do not become sinners, without their own 
concurrence, 

For farther considerations respecting this deeply interesting passage 
of Scripture, the reader is referred to Excursus V. 


CHAP. Υ͂. 20, 21, 


"The reader will obserye, that in all which the apostle has said in vs. 12—19, re- 
specting the evils occasioned by Adam and the blessings procured by Christ, he has 
said nothing respecting any good achieved by the Jewish dispensation, as a remedy 
for these evils. It is ery natural to suppose that the Jew, ever jealous for the 
ἔφασαν of the’ Mosais’ cechomy, would Toe] a strong objection to the representation 
which the apostle had made; inasmuch as deliverance from evils seems to be wholly 
attributed by Paul to Christ and his Gospel, and nothing of this great work to be 
attributed to the law. 1 regard vs. 20, 21, as designed to answer such an objection, 
which the apostle would very readily anticipate. The substance of the answer may 
be thus expressed: ‘As to the Mosaic law, it was so far from delivering men from 
sin and its fearful consequences, that the result of it was just the contrary, viz. the 
abounding of sin, or at least the more conspicuous and striking exhibition of it.’ 
Both of these sentiments, indeed, we may suppose to be incladed in the assertion 
made in ver, 20, If the reader is surprised at this, or doubts it, let him study atten- 
tively Rom, vii. 5—13, where he will find that Paul fully maintains these views, and 
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ΚΡ ο noel However grout Ue τοῖον bet Me tar el or wed eer ee ΟΝ ΕΣ 
lightened by express revelation, great, a8 they ure, may now be forgiven by that 
Scaled in the [δὲ of view now ted, the verses under consideration 
are pregnant with highly important a i 

(20) Νόμος, revelation, the Mosaic ἴαιυ.--- Παρεισῆλθεν, either came 
in unawares (which would make no tolerable sense here); or super- 
wened, came in by way of addition, preeterea introiit (as Beza translates 
it); ice. it supervened upon the state which preceded Moses, when 
men were living without a revelation. Philo uses the word 
in the same sense as εἰσῆλθεν, (see Bretsch. Lex.); but I regard 
the second meaning above given to the word, as the best in this 


passage. 

“Iva is said by Chrysostom to be οὐκ αἰτιολογίας ἀλλ᾽ ἐκβάσεως, 
4. ἃ. not causal, i.e. not introducing a reason or cause why the 
law came in, but ekbatic (ἐκβατικός), i.e. shewing the effect or 
consequence; so that we may translate: The law supervened so 
THAT offences abounded. That ἵνα sometimes has an ekbatic® sense, 
viz. soethat, may be seen in Wahl's Lex. iva, No. 2. See also (on 
this use of ἵνα, which some critics deny) Hoogeveen Doctrina Partie. 
Gnec. voc. ἵνα" or Schiitz’s Abridgment of the same work. mp. 
us clear cases of such an usage, ἵνα in Luke ix. 45. xi. 50. xiv. 10, 
xvi 9 Gal. v, 17, John xvii. 12; and see Bretschn. Lex. ta, No. 2 

»»Ὰ 


‘© When ἵνα is employed in the sense of in order that, to the end that, §e. ἔνε. when 
it is causal ix in culled by the Greeks 7 Avid s from (rédos), q de of the 
END or reason why a thing is, or is done. When it is used in the wetse of a0 that, i. 
used in such a way as to the efect or event of a thing, it is called ἐαβωτικόν, oF 
in Latin, efecticum, icc shewing the effect or event of a thing. 
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The telic sense of iva, however, may be retained in the verse under 
examination, by construing πλεονάσῃ, as we do ἐπερίσσευσεν in iii. 2, 
which there means, may appear to abound, may exhibit or display its 
abounding, (like the Piel and Hiphil conjugations of Hebrew verbs 
and to the same effect is περισσεύσῃ used in 2 Cor. iv. 15. In this 
way the sense will be: ‘ The law came in, in order that sin might be 
abundantly exhibited, or that a full display of sin might be made;’ 
according with Rom. vii. 13, comp. vii. 5—12. 12. In this way it 
is construed by Tholuck, Flatt, and others ; and it scarcely needs to be 
said, that the end or design of the law itself was not the increase of sins 
but the restraint of it. 

My objection, however, to the explanation of these interpreters, is, 
that ver. 21 evidently demands a sense of πλεονάσῃ different from that 
which they give. If we say: ‘ The lawentered in order that the odious 
nature of sin might be more fully and plainly exposed and known;’ 
then what shall we make of ver. 21? It must be this: ‘ Where sin 
was more fully displayed, grace superabounded,’ viz. above the display. 
But clearly the apostle means not to say this, (for what can be the 
meaning of such a declaration δὴ but that where sin actually abounded, 
there grace actually superabounded. 

We must return then to the ekbatic use of ἵνα here, which 
Chrysostom has proposed. ‘The meaning of the verse may be thus 
given: ‘ The Mosaic law which was introduced, instead of diminishing 
the guilt and sins of men, served only to increase them ; for although 
in itself holy and just and good, yet being abused and resisted by the 
evil passions of men, it was made the occasion of increasing their 
guilt, because the light which it shed on them, both aggravated their 
offences and rendered them more conspicuous.’ Chap, vii.6—13, as be- 
fore suggested, is a full and satisfactory comment on these sentiments. 

Thus understood, it is easy to see, that the apostle has a deep 
design in saying what he does; viz. it was his purpose not only to 
convince the Jew, that the Mosaic law afforded him no prospect of 
deliverance from the power and penalty of sin, but that it had 
become the occasion of his contracting deeper stains of guilt than he 
otherwise would have had; and therefore, of plunging him into a more 
hopeless condition. The necessity of deliverance through the pardon- 
ing mercy of the gospel, does, in this way, become truly conspicuous ; 
and the need of its superabounding grace is thus placed in a strong 
light, by the apostle. 1 observe that Turrettin, perceiving the difficulties 
of other explanations, has for substance adopted the same which I have 
now given. 
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(21) But where sin abounded, grace did superabound; i.e. the 
pardoning mercy of the gospel has triumphed even over the sins 
of the Jews, which were greatly aggravated by reason of the light they 
enjoyed. 

“Iva ὥσπερ, κι τ. λ.,) 80 that as sin reigned by death, i.e. brought 
sentence of death or condemnation upon all men, ἐπ &ke manner, also, 
grace might reign by justification unto eternal life, through Jesus 
Christ our Lord; i.e. grace might reign or have an influence widely 
extended, in the bestowment of justification or pardoning mercy, 
which confers eternal life or happiness on all men who will accept it, 
through Jesus Christ our Lord.—After δικαιοσύνης here, one must 
supply τῆς οὔσης (which is) εἰς ζωὴν αἰώνιον. In this verse, ἐν rp 
θανάτῳ is the Dative of means, or rather of manner; and it stands 
in antithesis with διὰ δικαιοσύνης εἰς ζωὴν αἰώνιον. Of course 
δικαιοσύνης does not here mean righteousness in the sense of holiness or 
conformity to the divine law, but in the sense of justification ; exactly 
as δικαίωμα, δικαιοσύνης, and δικαίωσιν, in vs. 16—18 above. The 
meaning is, that as sin exercised its sway over men, in occasioning 
their condemnation (θάνατον); so grace, which superabounds, has 
exercised its sway in procuring a remission of the sentence of con- 
demnation, and bestowing that justification which is connected with 
eternal life. Turrettin makes δικαιοσύνης here mean both justification 
and sanctification ; which is unnecessary, and indeed incapable of being 
defended. The antithesis of δικαιοσύνη, viz. θάνατος, does not mean 
both sin and condemnation at the same time; of course, then, δικαιοσύνη 
should be interpreted in such a manner, as to have a single and not a 
double sense. 

The reader will not fail to remark, also, that as θάνατος is the 
direct antithesis of ζωὴ aiwytoc here, so it must mean more than 
temporal death merely ; nay, more than any limited term of misery in a 
future world; unless, indeed, it can be shewn that the happiness of 
the righteous is limited. But this none will attempt to shew. How 
then can the misery of the wicked be shewn to be temporary? That 
θάνατος is here employed in the same sense as in vs. 12—19, impresses 
itself spontaneously on the mind of every reader, not misled by a priori 
reasonings. 

It should also be noted, that ὑπερεπερίσσενσεν ἡ χάρις cannot, of 
course, be applied to the number of its subjects here; for how could 
grace superabound as to these, when all men were sinners? It plainly 
has reference, therefore, to abounding sin which existed after the law 
was introduced. What the apostle means to affirm, is, that however 
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much sin was aggravated, under this new order of things, yet such was 
the greatness of gospel- , that it triumphed even over this 


aggravated guilt, In other words, the salvation of the gospel is so 
ample, that it may be extended to all men, however depraved and 


deserving of punishment they may be. 


CHAP. VI—VIII. 


the ground that the fidelity of God, in respect to the promise made to Abraham and 
Ais seed, would be called in question by it. To this the apostle replies, that no such 
‘objection could be made ; for God is to be regarded as faithful to his promises, even 
if all men are thereby convicted of being unfaithful to their engagements. The 
faithfulness of God is, in fact, the more conspicuous, when he treats those who have 
sinned, and who continue impenitent, according to their real desert. 


to canvass it, because he has other things which he is desirous to 
᾽ς before he enters particularly into the consideration of such an objection. 

ΡΣ Ν Ὁ clap. ΗΝ ὁ 31. atter all which he heca seye, and espe- 
‘cially after such an exhibition of superabounding grace, as is made in chap. v. 12—21, 
it is natural to expect, that the Jew would renew, at least in his own mind, the same 
objection as before; and this, with more appearance of reason than he then had. 
Accordingly, we find the apostle representing him as immediately objecting to the 
views of gospel grace which he had expressed, in the followin, “Shall we 
Gontiaue then in sin, that grace way abound ἢ, Chap. vi. vil, vil. are designed τὸ 
canvass the great subject which this objection brings forward, and fully to illustrate 
it. The course of thought appears to be as follows : 

1. The very profession and nature of the Christian religion are directly opposed 
. aces ἴα αἶαν for he who ia © baptised pe the death of Christ” if sincere 
i must renounce sin, and mortify his carnal appetites, vi. 2—11. 

Te remainder of chap. vi. forms ἃ peculiar argument, 1 τοῖν o0 call I, with 
respect to the subject under the apostle’s consideration, viz. whether a dispensation 
of grace allows its subjects to sin. Verses 12, 13 are an exhortation to guard against 
sins which ie oceasioned by the preceding considerations that the writer has prof- 
fered, But in ver. 14, Paul places his subject in a new attitude. He bad before 
shown, that Christianity from its very nature stands opposed to sin, and implies the 
subduing and mortifying of all evil passions an.t desires. He now ventures to 
suggest, not only that there is no good ground for the allegation of the objector, viz. 
that the doctrine of grace would encourage men to continue in sin, but that this very 
doctrine furnishes powerful motives, yea more powerful ones than those which a 

tion of law furnishes, to excite men to the practice of holiness, He begins 
by saying, that ‘sin will not have dominion over Christians, for they are not under 
law, but under grace.’ This is as much as to say, that if they were still under the 
Jaw (in the sense here meant), sin would have dominion over them; but inasmuch 
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Gireneistions, 's, 16—19 necessarily lead us to such 
‘The subject thus introduced is one of vast magnitude 
true that ἃ aystem of grace i the only me which naw prof 


race; and in respect to obligation and penalty 4 
It holds forth both the obligation to duty, and the encouragement to ity. 
the awful penalty of the divine law for neglect of je for sin, remains in fall 


not directly prove what is intimated in wer. 14, viz the superiority of grace | 
indaecing Us Ted Bly ie. But it proves, that even in those sin 
which the it seem to claim a high preeminence, it has none. 0s 
In both ‘itis 
its consequences are 
we may truly, 


confers as high and threatens as high penalties, 

to sin; its obligations are directly contrary to sin; 
just the reverse of those which follow sin. Tn all these respects, 
affirm of as much as could 


Seratiectgoerts ch that grace operates ‘men in a manner entirely 
le next 
diferent from that of lav, vi, I—11- : - 
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“illustration are, (1) The very profession and toto ot Corian 
junciation of sin, vi. 111. (2) The lays more effectual 
to abstain from sin, than the law can do, vi. 145 for (2) By 
it, we must yield our obedience to it, vi. 16—20. (6) It sets 
ible rewards, and renders them attainable, vi. 21—23. 

i 


ra 
ΠΗ 
ἢ 


condemnat 
which in itself is holy and just and good, but on our evil passions which abuse it 
the law itself, vii, 12—25, 


‘the reader will pardon this partial repetition of the course of thought in 

ἘΠ whlch Tikavs indulged in merely for the eake of being explicitly 

be βοσες ‘The attainment of correct views in regard to this course, is ἃ sine 
‘non to ἃ right exegesis of the whole. How can we correctly explai 
ΜΕΝΟΣ eneeeiend his aim, and the scope of his discourse? It is impossible; 
and fore it is of fundamental importance that we should obtain correct views 
‘of the apostle’s design in the chapters above named, before we can safely advance to 
the particular explination of their several parts. All form one harmonious whole; 
all resolve themselves, at last, into the simple design of shewing, not only that the 
of the gospel is not justly liable to the charge of encouraging sin, but that ἐξ 

La fetal το sinners the only hopeful andl effectual means of $ANCTIVICATION, as 


as 
the so that 
ieee 
tion; the answer is, that th 
that 
this 


wated ruin of sinners; and that therefore 
“who hath redeemed us from the curse of the 


en eee eet Heo eee. «ie De eee τὶ αἱ ὅκα course of thousht, 
ese ie Tee. ee ὅδ, BS Oo BIC τὶ 
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Li spe peer oveese of τὰὸκασὴς mew bes before πα, ἐδ δα iseelltzible manner, we 
ace perpaces se advmece emce mare ἴο the commérration of perticelars. 


(1. Τέ οὖν ἐροῦμεν : wards of the objector; viz. ‘ What shall be said, 
now, as to such a sentiment as that just uttered, viz. that where sin 
abounded, grace did superabound? Does it not follow that one may 
well say: Let us continue in sin, that grace may abound ?’ The meaning 
of the question is: Since God is glorified in the abounding of his grace ; 
and since this abounds in proportion to the sin which is committed ; 
then why should we not go on to sin, as the glory of God will in this 
way be made to abound ? 

(2) ᾿Απεθάνομεν τῇ ἁμαρτίᾳ, dead to sin means, to renounce sin; to 
become as it were insensible to its exciting power or influence, (as a 
dead person is incapable of sensibility); or, as Chrysostom well ex- 
presses it, μήκετι ὑπακούειν [τῇ ἁμαρτίᾳ), ἀλλὰ μένειν ἀκίνητον ὥσπερ 
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τὸν νεκρόν. Comp. the phraseology in Gal. ii, 19. 1 Pet. ii. 24. Rom. 
vii. 4. 

Πῶς ἔτι ζήσομεν ἐν αὐτῷ how shall we any longer live in it? ive. 
how shall we who have renounced sin, and profess to be insensible 
to its influence, any more continue to practise it, or to be influenced 
by it? 

‘There has been not a little discussion and controversy, in respect to 
the meaning and design of the apostle’s language here. To me it 
appears wholly divested of obscurity. When the objector asks (ver. 1), 
whether we shall continue in sin, he means, beyond all doubt: ‘Shall 
we go on tosin? Shall we still continue the practice of it?’ To this 
question the apostle answers in the negative; and this negative he 
expresses by the phrase ἀπεθάνομεν τῇ ἁμαρτίᾳ This must therefore 
mean: ‘ To refrain from the practice of sin, no longer to continue in it.’ 
ΤῈ means just the opposite of ζήσομεν ἐν αὐτῇ, the signification of which 
is, to continue in the practice of it. 700 become dead to sin, or to die to 
‘sin, plainly means, then, to become insensible to its influence, to be 
unmoved by it; in other words, to renounce it and refrain from the 
practice of it. 

‘That such is the condition of true Christians, the apostle now proceeds 
to shew, by shewing what is implied by the very nature of a Christian 
profession with its initiatory rites. 

(3) ᾿Ἐβαπτίσθημεν εἰς τὸν Χριστὸν Ἰησοῦν. The sense of this depends 
on the meaning of the formula βαπτέζειν εἰς riva—or βαπτίζειν εἰς τὸ 
ὄνομα τινός, (a) In regard to βαπτίζειν εἰς τὸ ὄνομα, the noun ὄνομα 
is, no doubt, to be regarded as expletive; as Dw in Hebrew often is. 
So in the Jewish formula of baptizing proselytes; if the proselyte was a 
servant, the master, at his baptism, made a declaration whether he 
intended to make the servant free as a proselyte, or to have him still 
remain aservant. This declaration was made thus : Ul yow2>2y, 
he is baptized into the name of freemen; or T2¥ DWDY3Y, he is bap- 
tized into the name of a sercant. So Matt. xxviii. 19, baptized εἰς τὸ 
ὄνόμα τοῦ πατρὸς, καὶ τοῦ υἱοῦ, καὶ τοῦ πνεύματος ἁγίου" which is the same 
as baptized εἰς τὸν πατέρα, καὶ τὸν vid, καὶ τὸ πνεῦμα τὸ ἅγιον. Accord- 
ingly we find ὄνομα omitted in our text, as also in 1 Cor. x, 3. Gal. iii. 275 
it is used in Acts viii. 16. xix. 5. 1 Cor. i, 18, 15. 

(2) The sense of the whole formula is more difficult to be ascertained. 
Most commentators, after Vitringa (Obs. Sac. III. 22), explain εἰς as 
meaning ito the acknowledgment of ; with an implication of affiance, 
subjection, discipleship, ἅς. But the formula in 1 Cor. xii. 18, πάντες 
εἰς ty σῶμα ἐβαπτίσθημεν, seems not to accord with such an explanation. 
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Here εἰς plainly means, participation; i.e. by baptism we come to 
belong to one body, to participate in one body, to be members of one 
body. In like manner, we may say, by baptism we come to belong, 
{in a special and peculiar sense, no doubt), to Father, Son, and Holy 
Ghost; to Moses, 1 Cor.x.2; to Paul, 1 Cor.i.18. In this way all 
the passages may be construed alike, and the sense in all will be good. 
The idea is, for substance, that ‘by baptism we become consecrated to 
any person or thing, appropriated (as it were) to any person or thing, 
so as to belong to him or to it, in a manner peculiar and involving a 
special relation, and consequent special duties and obligations.’ 

This sense is such an one as fits the passage under examination. 
Thus interpreted it would mean: ‘As many of us as have become 
devoted to Christ by baptism; as many as have been consecrated to 
Christ by baptism; or been laid under peculiar obligations, or taken 
upon them a peculiar relation to him, by being baptized.’ 

Εἰς τὸν θάνατον͵ αὐτοῦ ἐβαπτίσθημεν, we have been baptized into his 
death, i. e. wehave, as it were, been made partakers of his death by 
baptism ; we have come under a special relation to his death; we have 
engaged to die unto sin, as he died for it; we have a communion or 
participation in death to sin; comp. Rom. vi. 6. Gal. ii. 19. The 
being baptized into his death is, therefore, an internal, moral, spiritual 
thing; of which the external rite of baptism is only a symbol; for the 
relation symbolized by baptism, is in its own nature spiritual and 
moral. The participation in the death of Christ, of which Paul here 
speaks, is surely something more than what is external; it is of a 
moral or spiritual nature, of which the external rite is merely, a symbol. 

(4) Συνετάφημεν οὖν, x.7.d., we have been buried with him, then, by 
baptism into his death, i.e. we are (by being baptized into his death) 
buried as he was, σν γεταφημεν᾽ where avy means like, in like manner 
with ; comp. ver. 6; also Rom. viii. 17. Col. iii. 1, where any other 
sense of συν is out of question; 2 Tim. vii. 11, to which the same 
remark will apply. 

Most commentators have maintained, that συνετάφημεν has here a 
necessary reference to the mode of literal baptism, which, they say, was 
by immersion ; and this, they think, affords ground for the employment 
of the image used by the apostle, because immersion (under water) may 
be compared to burial (under the earth). It is difficult, perhaps, to procure 
& patient re-hearing for this subject, so long regarded by some as being 
out of fair dispute. Nevertheless, as my own conviction is not, after 
protracted and repeated examinations, accordant here with that of 
commentators in general, I feel constrained briefly to state my reasons. 
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(a) The first is, that in the verse before us there is a plain antithesis ; 
one so plain that it is impossible to overlook it. If now cvverdpnper 
is to be interpreted in a physical way, i.e. as meaning baptism in a 
physical sense, where is the corresponding physical idea, in the opposite 
part of the antithesis or comparison? Plainly there is no such physical 
‘idea or reference in the other part of the antithesis, The resurrection 
there spoken of, is entirely a moral, spiritual one; for it is one which 
Christians have already experienced, during the present life; as may 
be fully seen by comparing vs. 5,11, below. I take it for granted, 
that after ἡμεῖς in ver. 4, ἐγερθέντες is implied; since the nature of the 
comparison, the preceding ὡς ἠγέρθη Χριστός, and ver.5, make this 
entirely plain. 

If we turn now to the passage in Col. ii. 12, (which is altogether 
parallel with the verse under examination, and has very often been 
agitated by polemic writers on the subject of baptism), we shall there 
find more conclusive reason still, to argue as above respecting the 
nature of the antithesis presented. ‘* We have been buried with him 
[Christ] by baptism.” What now is the opposite of this? What is the 
kind of resurrection from this grave in which Christians have been 
buried? The apostle tells us: ‘ We have risen with him [Christ], by faith 
wrought by the power of God [τῆς ἐνεργείας τοῦ θεοῦ], who raised him 
[Christ] from the dead.” Here, there is a resurrection by faith, i.e, a 
spiritual, moral one. Why then should we look for a physical meaning 
in the antithesis? If one part of the antithesis is to be construed in a 
manner entirely moral or spiritual, why should we not construe the 
other in the like manner? ΤῸ understand συνετάφημεν, then, of a 
literal burial under water, is to understand it in a manner which the 
Taws of interpretation appear to forbid. 

(Ὁ) Nothing can be plainer, than that the word συνετάφημεν, in 
Rom. vi. 4, is equivalent in sense to the word ἀπεθάνομεν in ver. 8. 
It seems to be adopted merely for the sake of rendering more striking 
the image of a resurrection, which the apostle employs in the other part 
of the antithesis, 4 resurrection from the grave is a natural phrase, 
when one is speaking with respect to the subject of a resurrection; see 
John'v. 28, 29; comp. Dan. xii, 2. In accordance with this statement, 
the context does most plainly speak, both in respect to Rom, vi. 4, and 
Col. ii. 12, For in respect to Rom. vi. 4, the apostle goes on in the 
very next verse, (as is usual with him), to present the same idea which 
is contained in ver. 4, in a different costume. - Ver. 5 (which is a mere 
epexegesis of ver. 4) says: If we have been homogeneous (σύμφυτοι, like, 
of the same kind) with Christ 1x wis peatu, then shall we be in his 


py 
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resurrection, The same idea and explanation is repeated in ver. 8— 
ἀπεθάνομεν--- συζήσομεν' and the whole is summarily explained in 
ver. 11: So reckon ye yourselves to be νεκροὺς μὲν τῇ ἀμαρτίᾳ, ζῶντας 
δὲ 

Toes ats teins caashe as al γν τον τ το κῇ 
συνταφέντες in Col. ii, 12. In ver. 13 he adds: “You νεκρούς in your 
offences... avveLworoinae, has he [God] made alive with him [Christ], 
having forgiven us all our offences.” 

There can be no real ground for question, then, that by συνετάφημεν, 
in both cases, is meant neither more nor less than by ἀποθάνομεν, νεκροί, 
&c. The epexegesis added in both cases, seems to make this quite plain. 

The only reason, then, which I can find, why συνετάφημεν is pre 
ferred in Rom. vi. 4, and in Col. ii. 12, is, as has been suggested above, 
that the language may be a fuller antithesis of the word resurrection, 
which is employed in the corresponding part of the comparison. “ You 
who were [dead] buried with Christ," gives energy to the expression. 

(c) But my principal difficulty in respect to the usual exegesis of 
συνετάφημεν is, that the image or figure of immersion, baptism, is, so 
far as I know, nowhere else in Scripture employed as a symbol of burial 
in the grave, Nor can I think that it is a very natural symbol of 
burial, The obvious import of washing with water, or immersing in 
water, is, that it is symbolical of purity, cleansing, purification. But 
how will this aptly signify burying in the grave, the place of corruption, 
Joathsomeness, and destruction ? 

For these reasons, I feel inclined to doubt the usual exegesis of the 
passage before us, and to believe that the apostle had in view only a 
burying which is moral and spiritual; for the same reasons that he had 
a moral and spiritual (not a physical) resurrection in bil ay os 
responding part of the antithesis. 

Indeed what else but a moral burying can be meant, when the apostle 
goes on to say: We are buried with him (not by baptism only, but] 
by baptism rxr0 wis peat? Of course it will not be contended, that 
a literal physical burying is here meant, but only a moral one. And 
although the words, into his death, are not inserted in Col. ii, 12; yet, 
as the following verse there shews, they are plainly implied. In fact it 
is plain, that reference is here made to baptism, because, when that rite 
was performed, the Christian promised to renounce sin and to mortify 
all his evil desires, and thus to die unto sin that he might live unto 
God. I cannot see, therefore, that there is any more necessary refer- 
ence here to the modus of baptism, than there is to the modus of the 
resurrection, The one may as well be maintained as the other. = 
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1 am aware, however, that one may say: ‘I admit that the burial 
with Christ has a moral sense, and only such an one; but then the 
language in which this idea is conveyed (συνετάφημεν), is evidently 
borrowed from the custom of immersion,’ In reply to this, I would 
refer to the considerations under (c) above. The possibility of the 
usage I admit; but to shew that the image is natural, and obvious, and 
that it is a part of Scripture usage elsewhere, is what seems important, 
in order to produce entire satisfaction to the mind of a philological 
inquirer. At any rate, I cannot at present think the case to be clear 
enough, to entitle any one to employ this passage with confidence, in a 
contest respecting the mode of baptism. 

Διὰ τῆς δόξης (=TN222) glorious presence, i.e. glorious display of 
power, might. The Hebrew }y, might, power, is sometimes rendered 
δόξα by the Seventy; e.g. Ps, Ixviii. 35 (Ixvii. 34). Is. xii. 2. The 
idea really conveyed by διὰ τῆς δόξης here, can be satisfactorily 
explained, however, only by a reference to the Hebrew M333, which 
was employed to designate the divine presence as being attended with 
ἃ supernatural brightness or splendour. In the same sense 13°20 was 
employed by the Rabbinic writers; comp. Matt. xxviii.3. Luke xxiv. 4, 
which seem to disclose that to which διὰ τῆς δόξης here refers. Bret- 
schneider (Lex.) has rendered the phrase, in Dei gloria ; a liberty which 
διά before the Genitive does not seem to allow. Διά signifying on 
account of, for the sake of, as an end or object, must have the Accusa- 
tive after it; at least I have not been satisfied with any proof which 
T have seen, that it admits the Genitive in such a sense, Compare, as 
to sentiment, Col. ii. 12. Eph. i. 19. 

Ἡμεῖς [éyepOévrec]; which latter word plainly must be added here, 
in order to make good the comparison commenced with ἠγέρθη above. 

"Ev καινότητι τῆς ζωῆς περιπατήσωμεν, we [being raised from the 
dead] should live a new life; i.e, as we have been made like unto 
Christ in his death, so must we also in his resurrection, or, we must, 
like him, live a new life after our resurrection. See the explanation 
given in ver. 11. 

Tt will occur to the distinguishing reader, at once, that the comparison 
here instituted by the apostle, is not one in all respects of like with like. 
Christ died ror sin, i, 6. on account of it, in order to make expiation 
for it; the believer dies τὸ sin, that is, he mortifies, subdues it, becomes 
insensible to its influence, or at Jeast successfully resists it. Christ had 
no sin of his own to mortify ; the believer's dying consists in the morti- 
fication of his own sins. Even so it is with the resurrection. Christ 
rose physically from the dead ; the believer, in the present life, rises 
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spiritually from a state of moral death. Christ lived physically and 
naturally a new life; the believer lives spiritually and morally a new 
life. 

On the whole, this is one of those cases of comparison, which, not 
affording strict analogies throughout, can be brought to bear only in a 
general way, and will not stand the test of being urged into particulars. 
It were easy to bring many instances of the like nature from the Scrip- 
tures; but the attentive reader will of course observe them. Those 
who insist, in all cases, on exact similitudes throughout in comparisons, 
will find difficulty here; for nothing can be more evident, than that 
merely some general traits of similitude exist between the two cases. 
Christ died for sin—a painful death ; the believer in dying to sin suffers 
pain and distress, he ‘ crucifies the old man with his deeds :’ Christ 
died in order to destroy the power of sin; the believer in becoming 
dead to sin, destroys its power or influence: Christ rose from the dead 
to live in wholly a new state ; the believer who is quickened, must also 
live in a new state. Here the similitude ends; and here it should end, 
for the writer evidently did not design to push it any farther. Turrettin, 
in speaking of ver. 4, says truly and forcibly: “ Non tam est argu- 
mentum directum .... quam vivida atque elegans hujus argumenti 
illustratio, et quasi pictura pro more orientalium hominum ac specialiter 
Judzorum, qui ejusmodi figuris atque emblematibus plurimum delecta- 
bantur.” 
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The main idea or essential features of the apostle’s comparison being thus intro- 
duced, he now proceeds to expand the thought, and to present it in a variety of cos- 
tume appropriate to the nature of the case, and serving to impress the whole upon 
the mind of the reader. (1) We have been intimately connected (σύμφντοι, lit 
grown uniledly) with Christ as to his death, i. e. we have died in respect to sin, as he 
died on account of it; and consequently we must be like him as to rising from a 
state of death to a new life, ver. 5. (2) Our old man, i.e. our sinful passions and 
desires, is crucified, for the very purpose that our bodies which incline us to sin 
should no more be subject to the power of sin; for (to carry the figure through) he 
who is dead, is freed from sin; consequently we, being dead to sin, should be freed 
from its power, vs.6,7. (8) If then we are in fact dead with Christ, i. e. if we have 
died to sin as he died for it, we must believe of course that we shall live with him, 
i.e. live a new life, as he lived a new one; for as Christ, when once risen from the 
dead, could no more be subject to the dominion of death, (since he could die on 
account of sin but once), and as he now lives for ever a divine and heavenly life, so 
Christians must die once for all to sin, i. e. renounce it for ever, and live continually 
unto God, i. 6. live a holy and heavenly life, vs. 8—11. 
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‘The reader will see, that the same idea for substance is kept before the mind, 
through vs. 5—I1. But he will also see, that there are shades of difference in the 
diction and method of illustration. Ver. 5, for example, presents the simple idea, 
in a generic way, of being connected with Christ as to his death and resurrection. 
Vs. 6, 7, present the specific idea of crucifying our old man (as Christ was crucified), 
in order that, being put to death, he might no more lead us to sin. Vs. 811 pre- 
sent the general notion of dying and living with Christ, i.e. as he did, but with the 
accessory idea, that as he died once for all, and can never die again, but lives for 
ever a new life, so we must, in dying to sin, die once for all, i, δ, renounce it for ever, 
and ever live a new life —How then, (for such is the question implied at the close 
of all this), can Christians continue in sin that grace may abound? There is no 
foundation for this objection. 


(5) El yap σύμφυτοι γεγόναμεν, if we have been made homogeneous, 
if we have been connected together. So σύμφυτοι must be explained, if 
philology is to be the guide. Σύμφυτος and συμφύης appear to be syno- 
nymous; and both mean grown up together, sprung up together, and so 
secondarily, intimately connected together, &c. Of the whole grain, 
growing together in one field, the Greeks would say: It is σύμφυτος. 
The evident meaning here is the same as ὅμοιος, homogencous, or par- 
ticipating in, intimately connected with; therefore we may render: If 
we have become connected or homogencous, by a likeness in respect to his 
death, τοῦ θανάτου being the Gen. objecti, i.e. the object in respect to 
which we have become like to Christ. The meaning is: If we have 
become dead to sin, as he died for sin; then shall we in like manner live 
a new life, when risen from our [moral] death, as he lived a new one 
after his resurrection. 

"Αλλὰ καί, then surely; ἀλλά, certe, profecto, sane (ἀλλά affirmantis) ; 
at the same time contrast is implied between the part of the sentence to 
which ἀλλά is prefixed, and the preceding ρατί.-- Ἐσόμεθα, in the Fut. 
tense, but here designating a time future to that in which Christians 
were made to resemble Christ as to his death. Sentiment: ‘ After we 
haye died to sin, we must henceforth live in a new state.’ Or the Fut. 
ἐσόμεθα may be regarded here as expressive of obligation ; for so the 
Fut. is not unfrequently employed; e.g. Matt. iv. 10. Luke iii, 10, 12, 14. 
Tudges xiii. 13,14 (Sept.). Deut. vi. 5 (Sept.). Matt. xxii, 37, 39. 
Lev. xix. 17, 18 (Heb. and Sept.). That the apostle does not mean 
here to argue merely that Christians should, at some future period, 
become alive to God, is clear from ver. 11. 

(6) Τοῦτο γινώσκοντες, knowing this, i.e. we acknowledge, concede, 
or consider as established, thus much, viz. what is immediately men- 
tioned in the sequel. 

Ὃ παλαιὸς ἡμῶν ἄνθρωπος, our old man, a phrase of Jewish origin, no 
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doubt. Thus in the Talmud it is said of proselytes, that “they became 
as little children” (Jemavoth. fol. 62.1); and they are also called a new 
creation, WWI TINTS, This serves to shew, that when our Saviour 
spoke to Nicodemus, of the necessity of being born again; and when 
Paul spake of him who is in Christ as being a new creature (καινὴ κτίσις); 
there is no probability, that the language employed by them was unusual 
or strange among the Jews. The παλαιὸς ἄνθρωπος here seems plainly 
to mean, the internal man, i.e. the sinful desires and propensities which 
belong to us in a natural or unrenewed state. The epithet παλαιός (old) 
is given, in opposition to the new spiritual man, which is put on in 
Christ Jesus. 

Συνεσταυρώθη, is crucified as he [Christ] was, literally, is crucified with 
him. On the comparative meaning of ovy in composition, see on συν»- 
ἐτάφημεν under ver. 4. Meaning: ‘The sinful desires and propensities 
of the natural man are mortified and subdued in the Christian, so that 
they will no longer have a predominant influence over his conduct.’ 
Not improbably, the apostle, in choosing the word συνεσταυρώθη here, 
might have an allusion in his mind, to the painful and protracted 
struggle which every Christian must go through, in subduing his 
carnal desires. Certainly the word is very significant, when viewed in 
this light. 

Karapyn6y, might be deprived of efficiency, might be destroyed, i. e. 
might be deprived of sinful vigour, power, life; . might be rendered 
inefficacious, or be disabled any more from causing sin. 

To σῶμα τῆς ἁμαρτίας, (locus vexatus) is explained by Hammond, 
Scheettgen, Glass, Tholuck, and others, by referring it to the Hebrew 
idiom ; in which BYY and FAA (substance and body) are often employed 
either in a kind of superfluous manner, or (which is the more usual 
fact) in order to add intensity to the expression. This interpretation 
well fits the sense of the passage. Explained in this manner, the whole 
runs thus: ‘Our old man, i.e. our carnal natural man, is crucified as 
Christ was, in order that the substance or essence of our sinful passions 
might be destroyed.’ . 

Another explanation is admissible. Σῶμα in some cases has the 
same meaning as capt’ comp. Rom. vil. 24. villi. 13; and taking 
ἁμαρτίας here as an adjective, we may translate: /n order that our 
sinful desires and lusts might be destroyed. Tholuck objects to this as 
tautology ; but if it be so, then there is abundance of tautology in all 
parts of the Bible. Comp. Rom. vii. 5 and vill. 3, where is an expres- 
sion exactly equivalent ; viz. σαρκὸς ἁμαρτίας. See also Rom. vii. 25, 
owuaroc θανάτου. 


ROMANS VI. 6. 358 


The true solution of the difficulty, as it seems to me, lies in the 
sentiment of the apostle here in the context, with respect to the body or 
fleshly part of man. He regards it, and speaks of it, as the seat and 
cause of passions and desires which war against the soul, and bring 
destruction upon it; e.g. Rom. vi. 12, “Let not sin reign in your 
mortal body, so as to obey THE LUSTS THEREOF” (αὐτοῦ, sc. σώματος). 
Here it is the lusts of the body, which are represented as constituting 
the reign or dominion of sin. So in Rom. vii. 24, τοῦ σώματος 
τοῦ θανάτου τούτου means, the body which occasions this death or 
condemnation (θανάτου Gen. effects). So again in Rom. viii. 18, we 
have τὰς πράξεις τοῦ σώματος, the deeds (sins) of which the body is 
the cause or occasion, (σώματος, Gen. cause vel auctoris), The idea 
is the very same which is expressed by the apostle in Rom. vii. 23, 
when he speaks of “ the law in our members, which wars against the 
Jaw of the mind.” 

With these ideas and phrases in view, let us observe now that the 
apostle has just spoken of crucifying the old man. And what is the 
object? Plainly in order that this old man might be put to death, 
i.e. mortified, subdued, rendered inactive or inefficient as to its 
influence over us. He means a moral crucifixion plainly, and not a 
natural or physical one. Nothing seems to be plainer, then, than 
that τὸ σῶμα τῆς ἁμαρτίας means the same as ὁ παλαιὸς ἄνθρωπος. 
Both of course mean the natural internal man; the sinful, unsanctified, 
internal man, in opposition to the regenerated and holy one, ‘ Let 
us crucify the old man,’ says the apostle, ‘in order that he may 
lose all power over us, iva καταργηθῇ, that he may be deprived of all 
influence, or that he may be destroyed. But instead of repeating the 
phrase ὁ παλαιὸς ἄνθρωπος a second time, he substitutes σώμα 
ἁμαρτίας in its room, as being altogether an equivalent for it. And 
thus viewed, all is plain. Σῶμα ἁμαρτίας is the παλαιὸς ἄνθρωπος 
which excites to sin; and which, therefore, the spirit of the gospel 
requires should be crucified. Tholuck thinks it would be incon- 
gruous to speak of our body as being destroyed. But not to insist that 
καταργηθῇ is not confined to such a sense, (it is not indeed the 
Jeading or primary one), it is enough to say, that the body here, as 
merely flesh and blood, i.e. as merely physical, is not the object of 
the apostle’s contemplation. So CEcumenius: Τὸ σῶμα τῆς ἁμαρτίας--- 
περιφραστίκως" αὐτὴ ἁμαρτία. It is either mere circumlocution for 
sin itself; or it is the body merely as the cause or occasion of sinning; 
and just so far as it is so, it should be mortified and rendered 
inefficacious. Comp. in respect to the like sentiment, 1 Cor. ix. 27; 
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and exactly the same idea is found in Rom. viii. 13, rac πράξεις τοῦ 
σώματος θανατοῦτε. 

᾿Αμαρτία here is used in a personal way; comp. vs. 10—14. 
This removes the objection of Tholuck to the exegesis suggested 
above, viz. that if σῶμα ἁμαρτίας means sinful body, then the apostle 
must have said αὐτὸ [not ἡμᾶς} δουλεύειν. What hinders us from 
understanding the apostle to say: ‘ This body, as the cause of sin, 
must be mortified and subdued, in order that we may no more be the 
servants of sin ?’ 

Tov μηκέτι δουλεύειν ἡμᾶς τῇ ἁμαρτίᾳ, that we should no more be 
servants to sin. Τοῦ... .. δουλεύειν, instead of ὥστε δουλεύειν" for 
in this latter way the Greeks usually express themselves. There are, 
indeed, examples of such a use of τοῦ before the Infinitive, even in 
classic Greek authors; see Buttmann’s Gr. Gramm. ὃ 127. ὃ. Anm. 1. 
But the frequency of this usage in the New Testament and Septuagint 
in the sense of that, in order that, which must be assigned to rov in 
some of these cases, seems to have its basis in the use of 9 before the 
Infinitive in Hebrew, where it may signify either design, object, or 
end, event, consequence. For a full exhibition of this subject, with 
abundance of examples of all the different shades of usage, see Winer, 
Gramm. N. Test. § 45. 4. 

(7) This verse may be regarded as a kind of general maxim or 
truth, in regard to all such as die physically or naturally. The 
object of the writer is, to draw a comparison between the effects of 
natural death, and those of spiritual death; the first causes men to 
cease from all actions, and of course from their transgressions; and by 
analogy we may conclude, that the second, which is a death unto sin, 
will do as much. The saying, in its physical sense, was probably a 
proverbial one among the Jews. Thus in the Talmud, it is said: 
‘‘ When a man dies, he is freed from the commands.” Tract. Nidda. 
Now what is said by the common proverb adduced by the apostle, 
in a physical respect, (and correctly said in the sense intended to be 
conveyed), the apostle means to intimate will apply, in a spirstual 
respect, to one who is spiritually dead as to sin, i.e. he must become 
free from its influence. His great object is to illustrate and enforce 
this point. The yap with which the proverb is introduced, is yap 
sllustrantis vel confirmantis. 

Ὁ yap ἀποθανών is understood by some, as referring here to a moral 
death unto sin; so that the verse is supposed to mean: ‘ He who is 
dead to sin, is freed from its influence.’ The objection to this is, that 
it would seem to be a tautology, i. e. a mere repetition, or nearly so, of 


ROMANS VI. 7, 8. 255 


the preceding verse. Bretschneider (Lex. δικαιόω) has proposed a 
singular exegesis: “Qui mortuus est, absolutus habendus est a 
pend mortis, nimirum quum ponam peccati (i.e. descensum in 
Haden) jam tulerit.". How he who has gone down to Hades, and 
is there still, is freed a pena mortis, 1 do not perceive; nor is this 
exegesis applicable to the case in hand, for the question here is not 
about freeing from the penalty of sin, but from its power ; the apostle 
is treating of sanctification, not of justification. On this ground the 
exposition of Alting, Wolf, Carpzov, and others, which gives to 
ἀποθανών here the sense of an expiatory death, (by virtue of being like 
to Christ in his death), and so makes δεδικαίωται ἀπὸ τῆς ἁμαρτίας 
‘mean, ‘is acquitted from the penalty of sin,’ must be rejected; although 
other reasons might be urged against it. 

1 must understand δεδικαίωται, therefore, in the sense already 
intimated above, viz. freed, delivered from. Nothing is more common 
in the writings of Paul than the use of δικαεόω in the sense of acquitting, 
freeing, viz. from the sentence or penalty of the law, &c. But here 
the idea is more general, and is equivalent to that conveyed by 
ἐλευθερόω, which is substituted in its room, in ver. 18 below. Compare 
1 Pet. iv. 1, ὁ παθὼν ἐν σαρκὶ, πέπανται ἁμαρτίας. In Sirach xxvi. 29, 
we read: ob δικαιωθήσεται κάπηλος ἀπὸ ἁμαρτίας, a pedlar will not 
be freed from sin, meaning that in the course of his business he will 
almost of course be led to contract guilt. 

Thus explained, ver. 6 asserts the fact, that in case the old man is 
crucified, Christians can no more be engaged in the service of sin. 
Ver. 7 enforces this declaration by a simile drawn from natural or 
physical death; viz. as he who is physically dead, ceases from all action, 
and therefore from sin, so he who is dead to sin (for this apodosis is 
implied), ceases from the practice of it. What is said literally of the 
one—literal death, is said morally or spiritually of the other death, 
which is of a moral nature. It hardly needs to be added here, that 
when the apostle speaks of natural death as freeing us from sin, he 
means from sinning here, in our present state and condition. What 
may be the condition of the soul in a future world, is not here an object 
either of inquiry or of assertion. 

(8) In order to understand the nicer shades of the apostle’s discourse 
here, the reader must cast his eye back upon vs. 5—7, and resurvey 
the course of thought, which is this: ‘ We are dead with Christ, and we 
shall live with him [in the sense explained above]; for if we are made 
like him in the first respect, then we must be in the second. That 
such must. be the case, follows from the fact that our old man is 
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crucified, and we are thus freed from the power of sin, and can no 
longer serve it.’ Ws.5—7 are therefore merely an illustration or 
confirmation of ver. 4; and accordingly εἰ yap and ὁ γάρ, the usual 
signs of clauses added for such a purpose, here make their appearance. 
But ver. 8 commences with an εἰ δέ, which here developes one of 
the nicer shades of meaning. δέ is not unfrequently employed as 
a continuative of the discourse; and particularly, where the theme 
before introduced is resumed, and something added by way of illus- 
tration or confirmation ; in which case we may call it δέ resumptionis. 
Here the apostle resumes the sentiment of ver. 4, (Turrettin and 
Tholuck say, of ver. 5, overlooking the yap confirmantis of ver. 5), 
for the sake of adding a new circumstance by way of establishing his 
position, viz. that as Christ died but once, and thenceforth lives for 
ever a new life, so the believer dies once for all to sin, when he truly 
dies to it; so that he must ever after live a new life, and no more 
practise sin as he once did. 

For the sense of ἀπεθάνομεν σὺν Χριστῷ and συζήσομεν αὐτῷ, 
see on ver. 4 above; where also the whole nature of the comparison is 
stated. 

(9) Εἰδότες ὅτι is employed here in the same way that τοῦτο γινώσκοντες 
is in ver. 6, and for the same purpose, viz. as prefatory to the intro- 
duction of matter that was confessedly obvious and true. This form of 
speech is equivalent to saying: ‘ What I have now asserted must be 
true, inasmuch as you know this or that to be true, from which my 
position is a plain and necessary deduction.’ 

Οὐκέτι ἀποθνήσκει, dies no more, i.e. will never more die. The 
whole force of the illustration hangs on these two words; for in these 
consists the additional matter which the apostle introduces.—Oayva- 
Tog....Kuptever, death has no more dominion over him; merely a 
repetition of the preceding declaration, in different language, in order 
to give it intensity. As to the sentiment here and in ver. 10, comp. 
Heb. ix. 25-28. x.11—14. One is strongly tempted to believe, that 
the same hand traced all these passages, from the peculiar shade of 
sentiment which is found in them. They mutually illustrate and 
confirm each other. 

(10) Ὃ yap.... ἐφάπαξ, for in respect to his dying, he died on 
account of sin once for all, or only once. The construction of 6 (neuter 
pronoun) here, is rather unusual in the New Testament; comp. 
Gal. ii. 20 for a like example. For its use in the classics, see Matth. 
Gramm. II. 894. Like the corresponding Latin quod thus placed, it 
means in respect to this, viz. that what is immediately subjoined; which 
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here is ἀπέθανε.---Τιάρ illustrantis vel confirmantis, the verse being 
designed to confirm the preceding affirmation. 

Ti ἁμαρτίᾳ ἀπέθανεν, he died to sin. But “he who knew no 
sin,” could not die to sin in the sense that sinful men do. The use 
of the Dative, in order to signify on account of, for the sake of, is not 
strange; Eurip. Androm. V. 334, τέθνηκα τῇ σῇ θυγατρί, I die for 
the sake of your daughter. The Dativus cause vel occasionis also 
is not unfrequent, e.g. Rom. xi. 20, 30; and this might be applied 
to the expression before us, in case it stood alone, in the following 
way, viz. Christ died on account of the sins of men, i.e. they were the 
occasion of his death, and he died in order to expiate them, But 
then we could not well interpret ζῇ τῷ θεῷ which follows, in like 
manner; and therefore we cannot admit this solution, The true 
solution, after all, seems to be the general principle of the Dative, 
which is designed to express an object to which the action of the 
verb stands related, but not the object on which it directly terminates. 
This last is marked by the Accusative case after transitive verbs. 
Here the dying expressed by ἀπέθανεν bears a relation to τῇ ἁμαρτία, 
This is designated by the Dative of this noun. But what the kind of 
relation is, the Dative does not of itself designate. This must be 
gathered from the context, or from the nature of the case. And here 
the sense requires us to construe Christ's dying to sin, as meaning 
that he died in order to diminish its power or influence, (Dat. 
incommodi, as the grammarians express themselves in such a case).— 
᾿Ἐφάπαξ, lit. for once; but the meaning is, as we say in English, once 
for all. 

Ὃ δὲ ζῇ, ζῇ τῷ θεῷ, but in respect to his living, he lives to God. 
As this clause is an antithesis of the former, so the Dative here is an 
antithesis of the one there employed; for here it is a species of the 
Dativus commodi (as grammarians call it), the meaning being evidently 
that ‘ Christ lives to the honour and glory of God.’ For such a 
sense of the Dative, and in a like case, comp. Rom. xiv. 6—8. See 
also 2 Cor. v. 13. Matt. Luke i. 55. xii, 21, The case in 
Luke xx. 38, πάντες yap αὐτῷ ζῶσιν, resembles the present one in form, 
but not in sense, inasmuch as αὐτῷ (sc. Oe) appears to mean by him. 

Theophylact paraphrases τῷ θεῷ by ἐν τῇ δυνάμει τοῦ θεοῦ" which 
spoils the sense in its present connexion. C&cumenius says: “ He 
lives by his divine nature;” which is equally as inapposite. The 
Dativus commodi is, therefore, the preferable principle. So Demosthenes ; 
οὐκ αἰσχύνονται Φιλίππῳ ζῶντες, they are not ashamed, who live for the 
advantage of Philip. 
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(11) Now follows the comparison of the members with the head. 
Οὕτω cai... . θεῷ, in like manner you also must account yourselves 
dead to sin, but alice to God. For the sense of νεκροὺς τῇ ἁμαρτίᾳ, see 
on ver. 2, above.—Zerrac τῷ Gey has here the same sense as in the 

Ing verse. 

The only difficulties that seem to remain, are, (1) That the com- 
parison in vs. 10, 11, between Christ and believers, will not hold in 
the same sense. On this I have already remarked under ver. 4. 
(2) That Christ liced to Ged, in the sense here supposed to be asserted, 
before his resurrection, as well as after it. How then can the apostle 
be supposed to assert what would imply, that it was only after his 
resurrection that he lived to God? The answer to this is virtually 
exhibited in the context. The apostle has said that Christ died to sin, 
once for all; death has no more dominion over him. Now as his living 
to God is placed in antithesis to this, the necessary implication is, that 
he lives to him in such a way as to have no more concern with suffering 
and sorrow on account of sin, he lives to him in a state that is new, and 
the happiness of which is not interrupted by sin. In like manner, 
believers are to become dead to sin, i. e. to be unaffected by its solicita- 
tions, and alive to God, i.e. devoted in heart and life to the honour 
and glory of God, or living in a state in which God, and not sin, shall 
be the chief object of all their regard. 

In the case of Christ’s living to God, the meaning is, that he is for 
ever exempt from the troubles and sorrows which dying for sin gave 
him ; believers live to God, when they are exempt from being led 
astray through the solicitations and influence of sin. All this is to be 
attained ἐν X. ᾿Ιησοῦ, through Jesus Christ, for ‘ his is the only name 
given under heaven among men, whereby we can attain to such a happy 
condition.'—Ty κυρίῳ ἡμῶν is marked by Knapp as being spurious. 
It matters nothing to the sense of the passage in general, whether it be 
received or rejected. 

(12) Ody, therefore, i.e. all this being true which I have said, it 
follows that sin ought not to reign, &c.—Baoukevérw, reign, predomi- 
nate, huve rule ; see on v.17.—Ty θνητῷ ὑμῶν σώματε, in your mortal 
body. The word θνητῷ has given occasion here to a variety of exegesis. 
I regard the appellation as designating our physical, fleshly bodies, 
and the whole phrase, θνητῷ σώματι, as equivalent to σάρξ, or σὰρξ καὶ 
αἷμα. The reason why the apostle calls the body θνητόν, seems to be, 
that he may present, in an impressive manner, the sin and folly of 
permitting the lusts and passions of a frail, perishable body, to have 
dominion over the soul. The ground why he speaks of one body as 
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the seat of reigning sin, is, that carnal lusts and desires have great 
influence in leading men to sin. Comp. with the sentiment here, 
Rom. vii. 5, 23, 24. viii. 3, 6,7. See also the remarks on τὸ σῶμα 
τῆς ἁμαρτίας, ver. 6 above, 

Eig τὸ ὑπακούειν .... αὑτοῦ, i.e. let not sin have such a pre- 
dominance, as to yield obedience to its dictates. There seems to 
be a tacit acknowledgment in the form of this expression, that sinful 
appetites are not extinguished in the believer; he must keep them 
in subjection, but he does not wholly extinguish them. Fact accords 
with this. 

Ταῖς ἐπιθυμίαις αὐτοῦ is rejected by Griesbach, but admitted by 
Knapp; and with good reason, as it seems to me; [Ὁ the construction 
appears to be incomplete without it. 

(18) Παριστάνετε, proffer, give up, devote, afford. Μέλη means 
literally, the members of the body. This verse, then, is only a virtual 
repetition of the preceding one, in different language, and for the sake of 
intensity.—Tj ἁμαρτίᾳ connects with μὴ παριστάνετε, give not up to 
sin, i.e. to sinful lust or desire, your members as instruments of iniquity, 
i.e. as instruments of doing that which is sinful. 

Tp θεῷ, being arranged immediately after παραστήσατε here, shews 
that τῇ «ἁμαρτίᾳ in the clause above is to be constructed in like 
manner.— Qc ἐκ νεκρῶν ζῶντας, as alive from the dead, i.e. as raised 
from the dead; comp. Eph. ii. 1,5. The ground of this figurative 
language is easily found in vs. 3—11. That moral life and death are 
here meant, the reader scarcely needs to be reminded. 

Καὶ τὰ μέλη [wapacrhaare].... τῷ θεῷ, give up to God your 
members, as instruments of righteousness ; viz. as instruments of doing 
that which is lawful and right. Tp θεῷ is construed here by some, 
as a Dativus commodi; i.e. as instruments of doing that which is 
right and proper, for God, viz. for the glory and honour of God. 
Tholuck prefers this construction, But analogy with the preceding 
clause seems plainly to require a different one, viz. such as I have given 
in the translation above. 

(14) "Apapria yap .... κυριεύσει, for sin shall not have dominion 
over you, The γάρ here makes no little difficulty ; yet commentators 
in general have passed it by, without even noticing it. It is clearly 
not the ydp respondentis ; nor yet is it the γάρ illustrantis vel expli- 
cantis, for a new declaration is introduced in this verse, a new subject, 
and not merely an explication of one already introduced. That Chris- 
tians will not sin because they are under grace, i-e, that grace is a 
direct and efficient means of preventing sin, is a new attitude of the 
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writer's subject, first presented in this verse. I see no way, then, of 
accounting for the γάρ here, except in the manner so amply and ably 
illustrated in Bretschn. Lex. γάρ, 1. ὃ, where he shews that γάρ is often 
introduced by a writer or speaker, in connexion with what is implied in 
his discourse, but not expressed, i. 6. there is an ellipsis of some part of 
the sentiment, with which γάρ stands connected. So here, the ellipsis 
may be completed by supplying [καὶ τοῦτο ποιήσετε, or καὶ παραστήσετε 
ἑαυτοὺς, ἁμαρτία yup, x.7-d. That the sense of the verse is prediction, 
promise, (and not simply command or obligation), I must believe, with 
the great body of commentators, e. g. Origen, Chrysostom, Augustine, 
Theodoret, Melanchthon, Erasmus, Calvin, &e. Consequently I can- 
not regard ydp here as causal in respect to the preceding commands 
which are expressed in ver. 13; for then the matter would stand thus: 
‘Be not the servants of sin, because you shall not be the servants of 
sin.’ But if γάρ depends on such a clause (mentally supplied) as I have 
indicated above, then all is plain: ‘Ye will give up yourselves to 
God, for sin shall not have dominion over you;' sin shall not be 
able to prevent your doing so, inasmuch as ye are not under the law, 
but under grace. 

Ob κυριεύσει means, to have a predominant influence, to hold domi- 
nion over you, as a master does over his slave ; comp. vs. 16—18. 

Οὐ γάρ ἐστε «... χάριν, for ye are not under law, but under grace; 
an expression much contested, and not unfrequently misunderstood. 
The simple meaning seems to me plainly to be: ‘ Ye are not under a 
legal dispensation, but a gracious one.’ This is a general proposition, 
and one which the reader will hardly be able to understand, without 
reading the whole remainder of this chapter and also chapters vii. viii. 
By so doing he will see, that the apostle means to assert the incompe- 
tency of the law to furnish the requisite means for the sanctification of 
the sinner in his present condition. See in particular vii. 1—5, 9—11, 
viii. 3,4. The confidence of Paul, that sin would not have dominion 
over Christians, was wholly reposed in the grace proffered by the 
gospel. He well knew, that no strictness of precept, no authority of 
law, no sanctions of it however awful, would effectually deter men from 
sin. He has shewn, in chap. vii., that the law instead of doing this, is 
even the occasion of the sinner’s being plunged into deeper guilt and 
condemnation, than he would otherwise be. How then can it deliver 
cither from the power or the penalty of sin? It can do neither. The 
latter of these he has abundantly shewn, in chap. i—iv. The former 
is what he now designs to assert, and what he goes on to illustrate and 
to confirm, 
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To say, with some commentators, that ὑπὸ νόμον refers only to the 
ceremonial law, would be to give the passage a sense frigid and inept, 
‘Where, in all the sequel down to the end of chap. vi there any 
thing which reminds us that the discussion here has relation merely to 
the ceremonial law? Does not chap. vii. 5—25 most fully contradict 
such a view of the subject? The law there discussed, is not only 
“holy, just, and good," but it is the internal moral law, the νόμος τοῦ 
νοός (ver. 23), it is ἃ νόμος πνευματικός (ver. 14). 


But the question is asked: How can it be true that Christians are not under 
the law? The Saviour did not come to abolish the moral law; nay, he came 
that it might be fulfilled (Matt. v. 17, 18);. how can it then be said that we are 
not under the moral law? 

‘My answeris, that this is not designed to be said. Every expression of such a 
nature as the one under examination, is of course to be understood according to 
the circumstances and intention of the writer, Paul had to do with Jewish 
Tegalists. And what was their doctrine? It was, that salvation is attainable by 

obedience, not in theory only, but in an actual and practical way, i.e. as a 
matter of fact. It was, moreover, that the law by its precepts, its restraints, and 
its penalties was an adequate and effectual means of sanctification. ‘The first 
part of this scheme, the apostle has overthrown in chap. i—iv. ; the last part he 
is now employed in overthrowing. How he does this, the reader may see, by 
reperusing the illustration of the general course of thought, prefixed to the pre- 
sent chapter. 

Now that Christians are not under the law, either as an actual, effectual, 
adequate means of justification or sanctification, is true. If they are so, their 
case is utterly hopeless ; for ruin must inevitably ensue. That they are not so, 
the apostle asserts in the verse under consideration. And from the sequel of 
his remarks (vi. 15—viii. 39), it is plain that this is all which he means. What 
can be plainer, than that the moral law as precept, is altogether approved and 
recognized by him? See chap. vii. 12—14. Nay, so far is the apostle from 
pleading for abolition or repeal of moral precept, that he asserts directly (viii. 3,4), 
that the gospel is designed to secure obedience to these precepts ; which the law 
itself was unable to do. 

It is then from the law viewed in this light, and this only, viz. as inadequate 

_ to effect the sanctification and secure the obedience of sinners, that the apostle 
here declares us to be free. Who can object to this? Or if any one should 
object, how is he to answer the arguments which the apostle has adduced in the 
sequel, in order to confirm his declaration ? 

Let no one then abuse this declaration, hy imagining that it in any measure 
affords ground to believe, that Christians are freed from obligation to obey the 
precepts of the moral law? What is the divine law, but a transcript of the 
divine will? And are not Christians to be conformed to this? Ts not all the 
Jaw summed up in these two declarations: “Thou shalt love the Lord with all 
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thine heart; and thy neighbour as thyself?” And are Christians absolved from 
loving God and their neighbour? [ not, then this part of the subject stands 
unembarrassed by any thing which the apostle has said in our text or context. 
Indeed, when rightly viewed, there is no ground at all for embarrassment. 

I will only suggest, in addition, that ὑπὸ χάριν implies, that Christians are 
placed in a condition or under a dispensation, of which grace is the prominent 
feature; grace to sanctify as well as renew the heart; grace to purify the evil 
affections ; grace to forgive offences though often repeated, and thus to save 
from despair, and to excite new efforts of obedience. 

Viewed in this light, there is abundant reason for asserting, that Christians, 
under a system of grace, will much more effectually throw off the dominion of 
_ sin, than they would do if under a mere law-dispensation. 


(15) Ti οὖν; .... χάριν; What then? Shall we sin, because we are 
not under the law but under grace ? 1. e. What shall we say to this? viz. 
what he had just asserted. Shall we conclude that one may sin? &c. 
The first impression made by the declaration of the apostle, we might 
easily suppose, would lead the legalist to such a conclusion. ‘Is not 
the law,’ he would ask, ‘holy? Does it not forbid allsins? And does 
not grace forgive sin? How then can grace restrain sin?’ That is, 
Why may we not sin, if we are under grace merely, and not under the 
law? But this question the apostle follows with a μὴ γένοιτο᾽ and then 
goes on to illustrate and confirm the important truth which he had 
uttered in ver. 14. 

(16) Οὐκ οἴδατε; Know ye not? i.e. I take it for granted that ye 
know and believe. The reader will not fail to mark how often the 
apostle introduces this and the like expressions, as a preface to matters 
which he knoWs are well understood and assented to by those whom he 
addresses; see τοῦτο γινώσκοντες ver. 6, and εἰδότες ver. 9. 

“Ort 9 .... ὑπακούετε, that to whomsoever ye give up yourselves as 
servants bound to obey, ye are the servants of him whom ye obey. Δούλους 
εἰς ὑπακοῆν means, servants for the sake of obedience, servants obedient, 
ready, or bound to obey, devoted to obedience; εἰς before the Accusative 
denotes purpose, object, intention, obligation. δΔοῦλοί ἐστε, i. 6. when 
you have once given up yourselves to any one as ὀούλους εἰς ὑπακοήν, 
you are no longer your own masters, or at your own disposal; you have 
put yourselves within the power and at the disposal of another master. 
When the reader calls to mind the extent of a master’s power over his 
slave or servant, in the days of Paul, he will perceive the strength of the 
expressions here. 

Ἤτοι ἁμαρτίας .... δικαιοσύνην, whether of sin unto death, or of 
obedience unto justification ; i.e. ye are servants, when once ye are 
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given up, either to sin or to righteousness. If ye give up yourselves as 
servants of sin, then you must expect the consequence to be death; for 
“the wages of sin is death,” ver. 23. Once devoted to sin, and 
continuing to be so, you’ cannot avoid the end of it, which is death. 
But if you are the servants of that obedience which is unto justification, 
i.e. which is connected with justification, which ends in it, then you 
may expect eternal life (ζωὴν αἰώνιον, ver. 22). The argument 
intended to be urged by these representations, is, that when the 
Christian has once given himself up as the servant of grace, he will 
of course, if sincere, yield obedience to its dictates; and these are such 
as will lead εἷς δικαιοσύνην, to justification, ‘That such is the meaning 
of this last phrase here, seems to me quite clear from its being the 
antithesis of εἰς θάνατον. How the construction of these passages 
could have been a matter of so much dissension and doubt among 
commentators, as it has been, I cannot’ well conceive. When I 
compare the very explicit epexegesis of the whole in vs. 21, 22, where 
ζωὴν αἰώνιον is substituted for δικαιοσύνην in ver. 16, all seems to be 
plain and easy. Yet if the reader will consult even the commentaries 
of Tholuck and Flatt, he will find himself unable, (at least I have 
been so), to make out an explicit opinion from either. There is, 
indeed, a little doubt about the genuineness of the reading, εἰς θάνατον, 
inasmuch as Codd. D.E., the Syriac Version, &c., omit it, Yet, on 
the whole, no substantial doubt remains, that we should admit it. 
Then what is there so strange and difficult in the contrast here? 
Paul says we must be the servants of him to whom we devote ourselves, 
we must go where and when he bids; and this holds true, he adds, 
whether we apply it to our being the servants of sin, which will lead us 
to death, i.e. condemnation, or to our being the servants of that 
obedience which is connected with or leads to justification, i. 6. pardon, 
acquittal from the penalty of the law. How can δικαιοσύνην here 
mean holiness, uprightness, when ὑπακοή itself necessarily designates 
this very idea. What is an obedience which leads to righteousness? 
Or how does it differ from righteousness itself, inasmuch as it is the 
very act of obedience which constitutes righteousness in the sense 
now contemplated? Then, moreover, the contrast here with θάνατον, 
does not seem to leave any room for doubt, what the meaning must be. 
The sentiment is : ‘ Fearful as the consequences of sin are, when you 
are its servants, you must follow its dictates. But, on the other hand, 
the obedience which you yield to grace, is a joyful, glorious service, 
ending in eternal life.’ 

(17) Χάρις dé... . διδαχῆς, but thanks be unto God, that ye were the 
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servants of sin, but have become obedient from the heart to that model 
of doctrine in which ye have been instructed. Such is the literal 
translation. But the nature of the case is sufficient to shew, that the 
apostle's thanks to God are not designed to have a special bearing on 
ἦτε δοῦλοι τῆς ἁμαρτίας. In view of the whole case, viz. that they 
onée were the servants of sin, but now are devoted to Christian 
obedience, Paul thanks God; as well he might, for ‘ there is joy in 
heaven over one sinner that repenteth.’ But to say that he thanks God 
with special reference to the fact that they were sinners, and because 
they were so, would be saying what contradicts not only the whole 
strain of Paul’s epistles, but all the Bible. 

It has been proposed here to render dre although ; but, first, there is 
no adequate authority for such a translation; secondly, the present con- 
struction of the sentence requires ὅτι as rationem reddens in respect to 
χάρις τῷ θεῷ; and the δέ (but) after ὑπηκούσατε, indicates that ὅτι in 
the preceding clause, retains its usual sense. The true solution of 
the difficulty consists in taking the whole phrase together; for then a 
meaning is conveyed, which might well excite the mind of the apostle 
to gratitude. 

Ὑπηκούσατε δὲ ἐκ καρδίας, but ye have heartily, sincerely, become 
obedient. The apostle means to express his cheering confidence in the 
reality of their devotedness to the cause of Christ, which they pro- 
fessed to love; and this seems to me to be all that he here means 
to express. Tholuck says, however, that ὑπηκούσατε joined with ἐκ 
καρδίας, ‘is designed to render conspicuous the idea of the free will 
with which the sinner first came to Jesus and received pardon.’ Was 
it true, then, that Jesus first sought the sinner, or the sinner him? Do 
we “love him because he first loved us ;” or is it the reverse? That 
the sinner was “ willing,” I doubt not; but that he was “ made willing 
in the day of God's power,” seems to be equally plain. Does not “ God 
work in us both to will and to do?” 

Εἰς ὃν .... διδαχῆς. The construction here has given much trouble 
to critics. It need not have done so; for ὑπακούω may govern the 
Accusative as well as the Dative ; see examples of the Accusative in 
Prov. xxix. 12. Deut. xxi. 18. It may also govern the Genitive ; 
e.g. Deut. xxi. 20. xxvi. 14, 17, et al. sepe. The Dative after it, 
however, is most common. We may then construe thus: traxoveare 
τύπον διδαχῆς .... εἰς ὃν παραδόθητε. Ἑϊὶς with the Accusative very 
frequently follows παραδίδωμι, although the simple Dative is the most 
usual, But here the Dative would not give the sense—into which ge 
have been initiated, or in respect to which ye have been instructed. 
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A second way of solving the grammatical construction, is by attrac~ 
tion. The noun, as all grammarians of course know, is almost as 
often attracted to the case of the pronoun, as the pronoun is to 
that of the noun. he former we may suppose to be the case here, 
so that τύπον is written for τύπῳ, which latter would be the more 
usual construction after ὑπακούω. Why Tholuck, Flatt, and others, 
should prefer the forced construction here, ὑπηκούσατε εἷς τύπον ὃς 
παρεδόθη ὑμῖν, 1 do not see. They do not seem to have adverted to 
the fact, that ὑπακούω may take the simple Accusative after it, as 
shewn above. 

‘That ὑπηκούσατε corresponds in the second clause here, to ἦτε δοῦλοι 
in the first, is plain. The apostle might have used ἐδουλώθητε in the 
room of it ; but ὑπηκούσατε corresponds better to the phraseology of the 

verse, 

Τύπον διδαχῆς, model of doctrine ; τύπος, model, form, example, &e. 
Comp. Rom. ii, 20, μόρφωσις τῆς γνώσεως" 2 Tim. i. 18, ὑποτύπωσις 
ὑγιανόντων λόγων. Tn the classics, also, such expressions occur; e.g. 
Jambl. Vita Pythag. c. 16, “ He had τῆς παιδεύσεως ὁ τύπος τοιοῦτος, 
such a model of instruction, and looking to this,” &e.; Ib. c. 23, “ For 
the sake of rendering more conspicuous τὸν τύπον τῆς διδασκαλίας." 
Bretschneider (Lex. τύπος) gives the meaning of τύπον διδαχῆς here, 
by doctrina animis vestris insculpta; a sense which might receive some 
countenance from ἔμφυτον λόγον in James i. 21, but which, however, 
cannot be maintained as Pauline, after weighing the examples in 
Rom. ii. 20. 2 Tim. i. 13. 

(18) ᾿Εχευθερωθέντες «... ἁμαρτίας, being freed from sin, i.e. from a 
state of bondage to sin, from being the servants of sin. ‘This was 
effected, when they “passed from death unto life,” from “ the bondage 
of Satan to enjoy the liberty of the children of God.” Then it was, 
also, that they became the Lord's; they became so ἐκ καρδίας. Being 
“bought with a price,” they held themselves, in their new state, to be 
under obligation to “glorify God with their bodies and with their spirits, 
‘which are his; which is expressed by ἐδουλώθητε τῇ δικαιοσύνῃ. 

It is easy to see, that vs, 17, 18, do not advance the argument of the 
apostle: They are not designed for this purpose; but only for the sake 
of making an impression on the minds of his readers, He intends to 
shew them, that they have a personal interest in what he says, and 
indeed that they are themselves examples of what he is declaring. To 
alike purpose, are the declarations in vs. 19, 20, Ver. 18 may indeed 
be viewed as an appeal ad hominem: ‘ Ye, brethren, are no more the 
servants of sin; how then can you any longer continue to obey its 
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dictates? Ye have become the servants of righteousness; and of course 
you must obey its dictates, i. e. live a life of holiness.’ 

(19) ᾿Ανθρώπινον λέγω seems to be equivalent to κατ᾽ ἄνθρωπον λέγω, 
iii. 5; ice, 1 speak as men are accustomed to speak, viz. I use such lan- 
guage as they usually employ in regard to the affairs of common life. 
So the classic Greek authors say, in the like sense, ἀνθρωπίνως λέγω 
or ἀνθρωπείως λέγω" see Aristoph. Ranz, 1090, Vespa, 1174, Strato 
in Athenwus, Deipnos. Tom. III. lib. IX. 29. So also the Latins; 
as Petronius, Satyr. c. 50, Sepius poétice quam humane locutus es. 
Cicero, de Divinat. II, 64, hominum more dicere. The apostle means 
to say, that in speaking of the subject under consideration, he uses lan- 
guage borrowed from common life, which may be easily understood. 
The reason of this he now proceeds to assign. 

Διὰ τὴν .... ὑμῶν, because of the weakness of your flesh, i.e. because 
of the fecbleness or imperfection of your spiritual knowledge, or of 
your ability to comprehend me, which is occasioned by the flesh, i.e. 
the carnal part, haying so great an influence. Or τῆς σαρκὸς ὑμῶν may, 
like the Hebrew "3, be used by way of periphrasis, merely to indicate 
your own selves. Or ἀσθένειαν may be used here, (as ἀσθενῶν is in 
Rom, v.6), for moral weakness, So Beza and others; but this is 
an improbable sense; for the apostle does not here speak in the 
tone of chiding. The expression in 1 Cor, iii. 1, seems to afford aid 
sufficient to make the matter plain: “I could not speak to you as 
πνευματικοῖς, but as σαρκικοῖς τ᾿ which latter word is i 
explained by the epexegetical clause, ὡς νηπίοις ἐν Χριστῷ, So then, 
the ἀσθένεια τῆς σαρκός may be regarded as indicating (if I may thus 
speak) the feeble or infantile state of spiritual knowledge among the 
Romans; and to adapt himself to this, the apostle had made use of the 
familiar phraseology which the context exhibits. In giving this eon- 
struction to ἀσθένειαν τῆς σαρκὸς ὑμῶν, we must regard τῆς σαρκός as 
Gen. cause vel auctoris; so that the sense is: ‘The weakness which 
the flesh or carnal part occasions,’ viz. the inability to comprehend lan- 
guage of a higher and more difficult nature, which had been oceasioned * 
by their fleshly passions and appetites. ι 

“Ὥσπερ γὰρ... . ἀνομίαν, as then ye have given up your members to be 
the servants of impurity and iniquity, for the sake of iniquity. Tap here 
is rather difficult of explanation. Passow (Lex. γάρ) observes, that 
‘yap as a causal particle often precedes, in respect to position, that to 
which it stands related γ᾽ e.g. ᾿Ατρείδη, πολλοὶ γὰρ τεθνᾶσιν 'Ayauol, τῷ 
σε χρῆ πόλεμον παῦσαι, Il, VII. 328, Atreides, since many of the 
have perished, it is necessary that you should put an end to the war, Here 
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πολλοὶ γὰρ τεθνᾶσιν ᾿Αχαιοέ follows (in respect to sense) the clause 
which now: succeeds it in\ regard to position. Passow adds, that in 
such cases: yap has the senseof well since, because that, or da (since). 
‘This would fit the passage’ before us well, were it not that ὥσπερ forbids 
such a rendering; for to translate: As since ye have given up, &c. would 
not be congruous. We must refer γάρ, then, to the whole of what the 
apostle had said in vs. 14---18, “Ὥσπερ γὰρ, x. r. Δ. resumes the exhor- 
tation in ver, 13, and resumes it with additional strength, in reference 
to what had been said in vs. 14—18. ‘ In view ofall this,’ the apostle 
means to say, ‘it becomes you, as you have once served sin, now to 
serve the cause of holiness τ᾿ i.e. if you were once actively engaged in 
the service of sin, much more should you now be in the cause of holiness. 
Imthis view of the subject we can see how γάρ, in this place, can be 
rendered then (Passow, denn); which is as much as to say: ‘In view of 
what has; been suggested, or on account of what has been suggested, I 
may goon to say,’ &c. 

Τά μέλη ὑμῶν is equivalent to σῶμα θνητόν in ver.12, It is resuming 
the-diction of ver. 18. The ground of the usage is, that our members 
are the instruments actually employed either in the service of sin or 
righteousness. They are our instrumental agents.—Aov\a is here an 
adjective, δοῦλος -ἢ τον" comp. Wisd. xv. 7.--- Τῇ ἀκαθαρσίᾳ καὶ τῆ dvopig 
Dat. commodi, at least a species of it.—Ei¢ τὴν dvoplar, for the purpose 
of iniquity, i.e. of doing iniquity, of committing sin, 

Οὕτω viv... « ἁγιασμόν, 60 now give up your members to be the servants 
of righteousness, for the sake of holiness.—Eic ἁγιασμόν stands here 
without the article, although we have in the antithesis: εἰς τὴν ἀνομίαν. 
But this is one of those cases in which the writer may insert or omit 
the article, soifar as I can see, without any difference of meaning in his 
discourse. Abstract nouns allow this liberty ; Winer, Gramm. § 18.1, 
ed. 8. 

(20) "Ore γὰρ΄.... δικαιοσύνῃ, for when ye were the servants of sin, 
ye were free in respect to righteousness. The expression in itself is not 
difficult, excepting perhaps the last clause of-it; but the connexion 
and object of the verse are truly difficult. Tholuck says, that yap 
points to ver. 22, in respect to the reward of Christians; but this is a 
liberty with γάρ which it would benno easy task to justify. I must con 
neet it with what precedes, in this case, not with what follows. What 
says the apostle? ‘As you once served βίη, so now you must serve 
holiness. Your present relation admits of no other conclusion ; for 
when you served sin, you deemed yourselves free from all obligation 
to righteousness, [so now, serving holiness, count yourselves free from 
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all obligation to sin].’ I-cannot see in what other way dre γὰρ, κι τ. ἃ, 
is here connected. As γάρ confirmantis vel illustrantis, Τ think we must 
take the particle here; and if so, then I cannot make out the object of 
the verse in any other way than as above, There is, indeed, an anaco- 
luthon in this case; but how often Paul admits this into his epistles, the 
distinguishing reader of them needs not to be informed. 

Bretschneider (Lex. ἐλεύθερος) renders ἐλεύθεροι, destituti ; and’ so, 
many others have done; but this is a sense which it would be difficult 
‘to vindicate, and which is unnecessary. When the apostle says, that 
they, being the servants of sin, were ἐλεύθεροι τῇ δικαιοσύνῃ, he cannot 
‘mean that in fact they were free from all obligation to holiness, (for this 
can never be true of any moral being whatever); he must mean, then, 
that in their own estimation, or according to the tenor of their own 
reasonings, they were absolved from obligation to pursue holiness. I 
understand him here as making an appeal ad hominem, as in the preceding 
verse, and as saying in effect: ‘Since you formerly, when in the service 
of sin, counted yourselves free from the dominion of holiness; so now, 
as the servants of righteousness, count yourselves free from obligation 
to obey sin.’ Ver. 19 I understand as making appeal to the state of 
facts merely ; ver. 20, as appealing to the views and feelings of Chris- 
tians, in respect to their old and new condition.. In this way, all is 
apposite, and we are not forced to do violence to the laws of language. 
The Dative τῇ δικαιοσύνῃ here, belongs to that class of Datives whose 
office it is, to designate relation to, respect to, a particular thing, i.e: the 
noun is put in the Dative, which limits to a particular thing a predicate 
which in its own nature is general. So here ἐλεύθεροι ---ἶι general idea— 
but τῇ δικαιοσύνῃ limits it to this particular thing. See Winer, $31.3; 
and comp. 1 Cor. xiv. 20. Acts vii. 51, xx. 22. 1 Cor. vii. 84. 
Heb. v. 11. ’ 

(21) Τίνα oby .... ἐπαισχύνεσθε; What fruit, moreover, had ye then, 
in respect to those things [of which] ye are now ashamed? There are 
various ways of pointing and constructing this sentence. Some put the 
interrogation point after τότε, and make the answer tobe: ‘Such fruit as 
ye are now ashamed of.’ So Koppe; with’whom Flatt and Tholuck 
agree. I prefer the division of Knapp, who points as above. Odr, 
“‘orationi continuanda inservit,” (Bretschn. Lex.). There seems to 
me plainly to be a transition in the discourse here to another topic, viz. 
from the topic of obligation of which the writer had been speaking, to 
that of consequence, i.e. either penalty or reward. This makes the 
second point of comparison, between being under the law and under 
grace, The end or event of the two states is unspeakably different. 
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‘The writer, however, assumes the fact here, that while under the law 
men will continue to sin, and thus bring death upon themselves. It is 
only in the sequel (chap. vii. 5—25), that he fully illustrates the reason 
or ground of this. 

Καρπὸν εἴχετε, κι τ᾿ ἃ. must mean: What reward had ye? What 
benefit did ye experience ? Comp. Rom. i, 13, xv. 28. Heb. xii, 11. 
“Exew καρπόν has a different meaning from φέρειν καρπόν. To make 
the construction full, ἐκείνων must be understood before ἐφ᾽ οἷς. Such 
an ellipsis is very frequent ; see Bretschn. Lex. ὅς, ὁ. B. Ἐπαισχύνομαι 
usually governs the Accusative, but is here constructed with ἐπί 
after it. 

Τὸ γὰρ τέλος ἐκείνων, θάνατος, for the endof those things, is death ; viz. 
of such things as they formerly practised, but are now ashamed οἵ, 
Ὑέλος retains here a sense which is very common, viz. the consequence, 
final event, fata ultima, exitus rei, Vdp confirmantis ; as if the writer 
had said: * What solid good can result from your former course of life, 
since the end of this course must be death?’ For the sense of θάνατος, 
see chap. v. 12. 

(22) Νυνὶ δὲ... ἁγιασμόν, but now, being freed from sin, and having 
become servants to God, ye’ have fruit in respect to holiness. ‘The pre- 
ceding context explains ἐλευθερωθέντες .... θεῷ. Ἔχετε τὸν καρπόν 
must mean the same as in yer. 21, viz. you have your benefit or reward.— 
Εἰς... ἁγιασμόν, in respect to holiness or sanctification (Bretschn. 
Lex. εἷς, 4); not (with Flatt and others) unto holiness, i.e. the conse- 
quences are, that ye are holy. The consequence of serving God it is 
not the writer’s object here to represent as being the attainment of 
holiness ; for serving God implies that holiness already existed, It is 
the fruits, i.e. consequences of serving God, which Paul here brings 
into view; for nothing else would make out the antithesis to the pre- 
ceding verse; a circumstance overlooked by many commentators. I 
understand the apostle as saying: ‘You already enjoy important 
benefits, in respect to a holy course of life; and you hope for more 
important benefits still, viz. ζωὴν αἰώνιον." 

Τὸ δὲ. «ο΄. αἰώνιον, and the end [is to possess] eternal life. The 
reader will observe, that the Acc. ζωὴν αἰώνιον renders it necessary here 
to supply some verb, in, order to complete the construction; which is 
different from that in ver. 21, where θάνατος isin the Nom. The sentence 
may be filled out in two ways; viz. (1) Τὸ δὲ τέλος [ἔχειν or ἕξειν ζωὴν 
αἰώνιον. (2) Τὸ δὲ τέλος [ἔξει] ζωὴν αἰώνιον. The sense is the same in 
both cases. In the latter case, ζωὴν αἰώνιον is put in apposition with 
τὸ τέλος, and is explanatory of it. In the former case, the construction 
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as thus: * The end or event will be, that you shall obtain everlasting 
happmess.” One or the ether of these comstractions, the context and 
the forme of the words coanpel us to adopt. 

The reader cannct beip remarking here the antithesis between ζωὴν 
euwews apd θανατος. How can the lateer be temporal only? What 
compersson would thas make, between the two members of the anti- 
thesis ἢ 

(23; Sach comsequences mast follow from the established rules of 
the divine government, respecting the fruits of sim and of holiness. Τὰ 
yee .... θάνατος, for the reward \ wages) of sin is death; comp. on 
Rom. τ. 12.—Dep congrmentis ; for what is said in the sequel confirms 
vs. 21, 22.— Uiwres, properly the rations of soldiers, i. e. their wages, 
which at first were paid m gram, meat, fret, &c., but afterwards in 
money. Observe that the apostle emplovs this term, in order to desig- 
mate somethme which was really the proper due of sm, viz. for the 
service of it: as the wages which a soldier earns by his hard military 
service, are v his due. Bat, on the other hand, the reward of 
Christians is all of grace, not of dedt; and so it 15 designated in the 
sequel by χάρισμα. 

"Ey Χριστῷ Ἴησον τῷ κυρίῳ ἡμῶν, Le. through the redemption or 
atonement of Christ, ni. 23—26. v. 1,8, 11, 17—19, 21. 
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The variety of opinion respecting the Grst four verses in this chapter, is so great 
and ese presen themectees in the way of pment over Scope 


Ciyally in their isbisting pon teo minute cow between the conjugal com 
nexion here mentioned, and tbe connezion οὗ Sstians with the law. A minute 
and exact comparison cannot be made; » (1) The apostle represents the husband 


as dying, and the wife as beconing fron ie 1 consequence of his death, Then, (2) 
Christians are said to die te the lew, (not the law to them). and they are thus prepared 
to be affianced to Christ; ie. the party who dies is, in this last case, represented 
as married to another: ‘ahile, in respect to the literal conyuga! union, it is of 
course only the party who /ises that can be joined to another. This apparent 
dissimilitude between the two cases, has given great trouble to panini abe and 
in fact it appears inexplicable, unless we acquiesce in a mere point 
similitude as to the things compared, without insisting on minute and circumstantial 
resemblances. 

Let us inquire first of all: What isa the ofject of the writer in presenting the 
comparison before us’? The answer is, to illustrate and defend the sentiment 
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avowed in chap. vi14; viz. “For we are not under the law, but under grace.” 
‘Those Christians who were inclined to be legalists, and to look for justification 
or sanctification (the latter is here the subject of ‘the writer) by the law, and 

hhold fast to the law as an adequate means of ishing this end, 
i offence at such a declaration. ‘ What!” th ld naturally say, 
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t. He has there shewn, as we have 
ἃ state of grace diminishes nothing of our obligation to refrain 
ΜΗ ebay eon plsat leg τά, τής, μεινεξ per te ἐπα 
is at fame time unged upon us, by the prospect of a glorious 
neglect of it is followed ly endless misery. He now advances 
e. that the law as an 
t holds it to be), has been renounced 
“who is the end of the law for 
whom, moreover, we profess to trust as 
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Christians; for the death of 
to every one who believes,” 


the ground of our sanctification as well as justification, has placed us in ἃ new 
relation as to adequate means of being sanctified, and freed us from the vain and 
deceptive hopes of legalists, who were leaning upon the law both as the ground of 


sanctification and justification. 
I haye already stated reasons, for supposing that the apostle is here speaking in 


‘Vs. 1—+ may rather be called an illustration of what the had avowed in 
14, than an argument to establish the declaration there mada. The simple basis 
οἵ the whole comparison I understand thus: ‘ Brethren, you are aware that death, 
all cases, dissolves the relation which exists between an individual and a law by 
which he was personally bound. For example; the conjugal law ceases to be in 
force, by the death of one of the parties. So it is in the case of Christians, ‘They 
not only die to sin, i.e. renounce it, when they are baptized into the death of Christ, 
vi 2-11; but they also die to the law at the same time, i-e. they renounce all their 
hopes and expectations of being sanctified by the law, so that sin will no more have 
dominion over them.’ They do, by the very fact’ of becoming real Christians, 
to receive Christ as their “wisdom, and justification, and sanctification 
iepeends) and redemption," 1 Cori. 30. 
the’ reader consider, for a moment, the true nature of the declaration just 
|. Christ is our wisdom ; i.e. our teacher, he who communicates the spiritual 
and light which we need, “the light of the world.” Christ is our 
(δικαιοσύνη) ; i.e. the meritorious cause, ground, or author of it; comp. 
iii, 21—28. Christ is our sanctification; i.e. the author, cause, or ground of our 
ion, by what he has done in. our behalf in order to ensure it, Christ is 
‘our redemption (ἀπολύτρωσι5); i.e. he is (to sum up all in one word) the cause of our 
deliverance from the pexalty and power of sin, and of our being it to enjoy 
the glorious liberty ofthe children of God. The last word makes the climax of the 
A sentence. 


Christ then is as really and truly our sanetifeation, as he is our justifeation 
If now, in despair of being justified by the law (for δ we must be if we rightly 
view the subject), we go to Christ for justification, and receive him. as our only 
Saviour, renouncing all merit of our own, and all hope of being saved by the law— 
if, L say, we-feel and do all this, then we do renounce the law for ever as the 

of justification, and accept the gratuitous salvation which is proffered by Christ. 
Tasiba, mason, wanbéc; when ities giuner consey/ 10. so selene, aad. BOper View 
the strictness and’ purity of the divine law, and also to right views of the 
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‘state of his own heart while in a natural condition, 
‘all hope of being sanctified by the law; for he v 
‘asserted in chap. vii. 5—11, ‘that the law brings: 
indeed, but not the less surely because of this), 
condemnation.’ How then can the law be an adequate 
Tt is ible; and the convicted sinner 
betakes to Christ and his salvation as the only 


chap. vi 141. It is, that “ln shall wot have dominion over 
are not under the law, but under grace.” The dominion or 


of deliverance from the τ of sin, the law. It convinces, and 
olin na sate papenall struggh sinner’s breast by awakening 


ined in the law? Surely nothing. 
it is all summed up in the requisition, ‘to love God with all 
neighbour us * Will any one assert that Paul contends 
after all that he has said in chaps. vi—viii, relative to the Christian's 
to renounce sin and live a holy life? Nothing can be farther from 

‘The only question that needs to be solved, in order to remove all 
is: In what sense does Paul say that we are ‘dead to the law? This I have 
voured to answer, by making the apostle his own expositor. ‘The sum of 
is, that as Christians renounce the law as an effectual means of justification 
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other. 
‘And is not this true? Just as true as that Christ is the ground of | 
fication? I appeal to chap. viii. 3, 4 for an exhibition of the sum of this 
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and to the whole of '. vi—viii., and also to the experience and of every 

enlightened and humble {προ αν πήγνυται υυπέγευσι νότον. νοὶ 
sentiment. are, 
T acknowledge it is a truth often overlooked. Many ἃ time have I read the 
epistle to the Romans, ining scarcely a glimpse of it. When I ask the 
reason of this, I τὸ look after the general object and course: of 
thought in writer. int tion stood in ey φτθ. πονκοτοε 
the explanation of words hindered the discerning of the course of thought. Αμὰ μῷ 


plain, that I can only wonder that I have ever been in the dark 
and other Reformers saw what was so esplelaed ihe copewe targets 
ὙΠ ον Ἢ 
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mulier, passiones peccatorum tanquam vir, et lex tanquam lex viri. Beza: “The old 
‘the wife, sinful desire the husband, sins the children." Origen, Chrysostom, 
lvin, and others: “ Men are the wife, the law the former husband, Christ the new 
one.” This last explanation seems to accord substantially with ver. 4, in which 
Christians are represented as having become dead to their former husband, and 
affianced to anew one. In order to carry the figure regularly through, it would 
‘seem as if the law (the former husband) must be represented as dead, by which 
‘Christians would be at liberty to be joined to a new husband. But this the apostle 
does not say ; probably because he thought the expression would give offence to the 
Jews. Yet he says what is tantamount to it; for if either of the parties in a con- 
“union die, then each is dead to the law, and the law to them, i.e. the conjugal 
iw hus no more application or relation to them, it is annulled as to them. Jt mat- 
ters not which party dies, so far as the law is concerned; for the law is at an end if 
cither dies. 80 in the case before us; one of the parties being dead, the conjugal 
relation ceases. A new connexion, therefore, may be formed. But this last con- 
clusion can be made out only on the ground, that “ dying to the law” is a figurative 
be τῶν hich, indeed, no one will deny. If it is to be expounded by analogy 
with chap. vi. I—11, we must construe it as meaning, ‘the renunciation of all trust 
‘in the law as the efficient means of sanctifying the sinner.’ When the awakened 
sinner comes to feel this sincerely and thorougily, he is then prepared to be affianced 
το ΌΝΗΝΝ HG? 10 recelve him ax bie sanctification, as well as his justification, 


(1) Ἢ ἀγνοεῖτε, in sense the same as οὐκ οἴδατε in vi. 16; which see. 
"Ἢ, num, an, merely a sign of interrogation here, Here, as in vi. 16, 
the writer means to say, that they well know, or that they will readily 
acknowledge, viz. what he is about to βίαϊο.---Πινώσκουσι .... λαλῶ, 
for 1 address those who are acquainted with the law, viz. the Mosaic law. 
‘The apostle may mean here, that he addresses the Jewish part of the 
church at Rome, in a particular manner, in relation to what he is about 
to say; or what he says may imply, that the whole church had some 
acquaintance with the Old Testament Scriptures. In regard to this 
latter fact it may be said, that as the Old Testament was every where 
and continually appealed to by the primitive teachers of Christianity, 
and was moreover extant in the Greek language which was very gene- 
rally understood at Rome, so it is altogether probable, that the Roman 
Christians in general had an acquaintance with at least the leading 
features of the Mosaic system. Γάρ, *‘ rationem reddentis ;” for if they 
‘were acquainted with the law, they could not be ignorant of what the 
apostle supposes them to know. 

“Ὅτι ἁ νόμος «... ζῇ, that the law exercises control over a ‘man as 
long as he lives. The apostle means the Mosaic law here; but what 
he says, is equally true of other laws of a permanent nature.—Kupreiet, 
performs the office of κύριος, i.e. controls, is valid in respect to.—Tou 
ἀνθρώπου, THE man, i.e. the man who lives under it, not any man in 
general, but only any one who holds such a relation, Some interpre- 
ters here take ἀνθρώπου in the same sense as ἀνδρός, i.e. husband. But 
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besides the want of usus loguendi in its favour, it may be said, that the 
proposition is evidently of a general nature, in respect to such indivi- 
duals as lived under the Mosaic law.—Zy is rendered by Flatt and 
others, 1T lives, viz. the law. But first, How could this be? If the 
man dies, the law still lives as to others; it becomes inefficacious as to 
him, only. by means of his death. It cannot die in any other way. 
Then secondly, What a tautology! The law is in force (κυριεύει), as 
long as it is in force (ζῇ). Is this the manner of Paul? Thirdly, the. 
ἀνὴρ ζῶν and ἀποθανών of vs. 2, 3, clearly shews, that in ver. 1 ἄνθρωπος 
is the Nominative to ζῇ. | 

(2) Ἢ yap.... νόμῳ, for the married woman is bound to her husband 
by the law, so long as he liveth.—Yxavépoc, ἃ very expressive word, 
classical as well as Hellenistic, and like the Hebrew ΤᾺ Wis, 
Numb. v. 29. In the East, ὕπανδρος denotes a higher degree of dis- 
parity between husband and wife, than is admitted in the western 
world.—Addsrar νύμῳ has a force also here, which commentators have 
generally overlooked. Under the Mosaic economy, the husband could 
divorce the wife almoat at pleasure; but where is the precept giving 
the like liberty to the wife? This would have been contrary to the 
genius of eastern mannera and customs. This seems to be the reason 
why the apostle has chosen the woman, in this case, in order to exhibit 
an example of obligation while the life of the parties continues.—Idp 
sllustrantis ; and it might, as to sense, be well translated for example. 
The instance in vs. 9, 3, seems to me very plainly to be a mere illustra- 
tion of the general principle in ver. 1. 

Ἐὰν δέος. ἀνδρός, but if her husband die, she ceases to be under the 
conjugal law.—Kargpyyra (Perf. Midd. here), when followed by ἀπό 
(as in the present case), means to cease to belong to any one, to cease to 
be subject to his control; comp. ver. 6 below, and Gal. νυ. 4. In the 
next verse we find ἐλενθέρα ἐστὶν ἀπὸ τοῦ νόμον, in the same sense as 
κατήργηται ἀπὸ τοῦ νόμον in this. CEcumenius: κατήργηται" ἀντὶ τοῦ 
ἀπολέλνται, ἐλενθέρωται.---οῦ ἀνδρός, Gen. of relation, viz. the law 
which related to her husband; or Gen. of attribute, viz. the conjugal 
law. 

(3) “Apa οὖν .... ἑτέρῳ, therefore if she marry another, during her 
husband's life, she shall be called an adulteress; i.e. it follows, from 
the nature of her obligation, that she cannot be united with another 
man, while her husband is living.—Npnyariee, she shall bear the name 
of, she shall receive the appellation of. This usage of the word belongs 
to later classics; in which the verb puts the name called into the 
Nominative after it; ¢. g. ἐχρημάγχιζε βασιλεύς, Diod. Sic. XX. 54. 
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Τοῦ μὴ εἶναι αὑτήν, so that she shall not be. 'Vhe classic Greek would 
usually express this by ὥστε μὴ εἶναι αὑτήν. | But Infinitives with τοῦ 
are very frequent in ‘the Septuagint and in the New Testament; even 
in cases where, like the present, the end or event is designated by the 
article, In this respect τοῦ before the Infinitive resembles the Hebrew >, 
which expresses either purpose, design, or else end, event. See Winer, 
Gramm. § 45, 4. 

(4) “Ὥστε (compounded of ὡς and re) standing at the beginning of a 
sentence, must, according to Bretschneider, be rendered igitur, quare, 
i.e. therefore, wherefore. The true sense here indicated by it, however, 
seems to be thus, i.e. these things being so, you also have become dead 
to the law, in order that you might be affianced to Christ, το. In other 
words; allowing that a new connexion may be lawfully formed, after 
the death of one of the parties in the conjugal union, it follows that you, 
who have become dead to the law, i. e. wholly renounced it as an ade- 
quate means of sanctification, may be affianced to Christ, &c. 

Τῷ νόμῳ, the Dative of specification, i.e. designating the particular 
thing in respect to which Christians have become dead ; Winer, Gramm. 
§ 31.3, a. The declaration that they had become dead to the law, is 
new in respect to form. Dead to sin the apostle has asserted them to 
be, in chap. vi.; he has also asserted that they are not ὑπὸ νόμον, 
yi. 14. But that they were dead to the law is a new expression, and 
needs some explanation. The writer immediately subjoins one: διὰ 
τοῦ σώματος τοῦ Χριστοῦ. He must of course mean, the body of Christ 
as erucified, as having suffered in order to redeem us from the curse 
of the law; comp. Heb. x. 5—10. Col. i. 22. ii. 14, 1 Pet. ii, 24. 
Eph. ii. 15, which do not seem to leave any doubt with respect to the 
meaning of σῶμα Χριστοῦ here. As Christ, by his death, is made unto 
us “righteousness, and sanctification, and redemption ;” so it is his 
death which has opened such new prospects for perishing sinners, that 
they are enabled to look away from the law, and to renounce it as an 
effectual means of sanctification. Hence the apostle says: “ Ye have 
become dead to the law, by the body of Christ.” 

Ele τὸ γένεσθαι . ... ἐγερθέντι, in order that ye should be [affianced] 
to another, who has risen from the dead ; i.e. Christ has called you away 
from your vain hopes and expectations respecting what the law could 
accomplish as to purifying and saving you, and admitted you to parti- 
cipate in the blessed fruits of his death, viz. the gift of a sanctifying 
Spirit. But although by his death you are freed from the relation in 
which you once stood to the law as a means of sanctification, yet you 
are not affianced to him as being dead, but as being risen from the dead, 
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as a conqueror who has burst the bars of death, and ascended to glory 
at the right hand of God the Father. 

“Iva .... θεῷ, so that we may bring forth fruit to God; i.e. such 
fruit as God will accept. Θεῷ, Dat. commodi. The reader will observe, 
that the last circumstance noted here, is the climax of the figurative 
language used by the apostle. First, there is an annulling of a former 
marriage-contract by the death of one of the parties; next, there is a 
new union; and lastly the fruits of this, and also the object of it, are 
designated. To bring forth fruit for God, or unto God, is to live a holy 
life, to yield obedience unto his precepts, to act in such a manner as to 
do honour to him. 


CHAP. VII. 5, 6. 


‘But what if we are dead to the law?’ the objector might here reply: ‘ what if, in 
our new relation, we are affianced in a peculiar manner to Christ; does it follow 
from this, that the law was so inefficacious in itself for our sanctification, as you 
represent it tobe? Nay, what you say implies even more; it implies that it is only 
in our new state of affiance to Christ, that we can bring forth fruit to God; and 
that, while under the law, no fruit but such as is of a contrary nature, can be 
produced.’ 

At this crisis of the discussion, the apostle comes out with his last, highest, and 
boldest assertion concerning the law, as to its efficacy with respect to the point under 
consideration, viz. its efficacy to sanctify the hearts of sinners. His course of 
thought seems to be in substance as follows: “1 have said that you must be freed 
from the law and united to Christ, in order that you may bring forth fruit to God. 
This is true; for the law is so far from accomplishing the great end of subduing and 
sanctifying the hearts of sinners, that it occasions just the opposite effect, i.e. it is 
the occasion of their becoming more deeply involved in guilt, and of bringing them 
into more aggravated condemnation. It is the occasion of their bringing forth fruit 
unto death, and not unto God. But when we are freed from all reliance upon it as a 
means of subduing and sanctifying us, and with a becoming sense of our guilt and 
helplessness have betaken ourselves to Christ, and relied on him only as our “ sanc- 
tification and redemption,” then we are enabled to serve God with a new spirit, and 
not in the old way of only a literal and external obedience. 

These were propositions of a bold and startling nature to the Jewish legalist. 
Some formidable objections would at once rise up in his mind against them. The 
apostle fully anticipates this; and, as we shall see in the sequel, occupies the re- 
mainder of chap. vii. in canvassing and answering them. 

In the mean time let it be noted, that ver. 5 here is the theme of discussion 
through vs. 7—25 in the sequel; while ver. 6 (the antithesis of ver. 5) constitutes 
the theme of chap. viii. 1—11, which is in all important respects the antithesis of 
vii. 7—25. Knapp, Tholuck, Flatt, and other distinguished commentators, have 
seen and noted this; and in fact it lies on the tace of the whole discussion, if the 
reader will only lay aside for a moment his attention to particular words and 
phrases, and lovk simply after the course of thought and reasoning which the apostle 
pursues, 
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(5) "Ur: γὰρ... σαρκί for wes we were in the δοιὰ; ie. when 
We were im cur untural or carnal stste. That such is the meaning of 
this expressive, is clear from the sus lequendi, and from the nature of 
the case. Fram the first; because they who are ie the fexh, are con- 
teasted with sie ἐν Xperrg Ἴησον, in chap. viii, 1—11, where vs. T—9 
pat it beyond all question what ἐν σαρκὶ εἶναι means. From the second; 
because the cuntrast im ws. 5, 6, is between the character which those 
whom the apostle addresses sustained before they became affianced to 
Christ, amd that which they sustained efter they were affianced to him, 
(Of course ἔν σαρεὶ εἶνταε must mean, to be in a natural or unregenerate 
state, to be im that state in which men are who are not yet united to 
Christ. 

‘Ta παδήματα..... νόμον, our sinful passions which were by the lave ; 
ie. our sinful passions which were occasioned by the law, ver. t1.— 
Τῶν ἁμαρτιῶν, Gen. of attribute, our passions which lead us to sin, our 
sinfal passions. —Ta ξιὰ τοῦ νόμον [se. ὄντα or γεγονότα], which were by 
the law ; not, as Chrysostom and Carpzov, τὰ διὰ τοῦ νόμοῦ [φαινόμενα 
Of γνωστά], which were shewn or disclosed by the law; and not as Locke 
(Comm. on Romans), that remained in us under the law, who construes 
διὰ νόμον as διά conditionis, viz. we being in a law state. To both of 
‘these methods of commentary ver. 11 is an unanswerable objection, as 
it is the author's commentary upon his own words. Moreover, the laws 
of language forbid the exegesis of Mr. Locke; for to make the sense 
which he gives, the Greek must be: ἡμεῖς διὰ τοῦ νόμον ὄντες, not τὰ 
[{παϑήματα ξιὰ τοῦ νόμου. 

Ἔν εργεῖτο «... θανάτῳ, put forth their energy in owr members, to 
bring forth fruit unto death. Ἐνεργεῖτο, vim suam exserebat, efficar 
Suit. Ey oie μέλεσιν ἡμῶν, the same in sense as σῶμα θνητόν in vi 12, 
as may be seen by comparing ver. 23 below. MéAy is used as an 
equivalent for σῶμα, because the members of the body are its efficient 
agents in doing any thing. 

‘Such was the influence of our sinful passions, ra διὰ τοῦ νόμου, that 
the consequences were fatal. Our fruit was wnto death, i.e. was such 
85 turned to the account of death, such as brought us under its power 
or subjected us to it. The Dat. τῷ θανάτῳ is a kind of Dat. commodé ; 
as expressed in the paraphrase above. Θάνατος is here used in the way 
of personification. 

(6) Thus much, then, for the influence of the law upon us, in our 

ἡ natural state. It was utterly unable to effect our renewal and sancti- 
fication ; nay, it did but aggravate our guilt and condemnation ; instead 
of delivering us from them. It is only in our new state and under 
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our new affiance, that we are enabled to bring forth fruit of a different 
kind. 

Nuvi dé.... νόμον, but now being freed from the law ; i.e. no longer 
placing our reliance on it as a means of subduing and sanctifying oor 
sinful natures. For the sense of κατηργήθημεν, compare κατήργηται 
ἀπὸ τοῦ νομοῦ in ver. 2 above. 

᾿Αποθανόντες is a controverted reading; and there are some variations 
in the manuscripts. But the weight of external evidence is greatly 
in its favour; and the internal evidence seems to be quite conclusive. 
The sentiment of it is exactly the same, as that of ἐθανατώθητε 
τῷ νόμῳ in ver. 4 above. Here the frst person plural is used,— 
and there the second; but this changes not the nature of the senti- 
ment. The full construction here would seem to be: ἀποθανόντες 
[éxelyp] ἐν ᾧ κατειχόμεθα. The verb κατέχω means to hold back, te 
retain, to hold firmly, ἃς. Here κατειχόμεθα must mean, the holding as 
it were in a state of bondage, from which the gospel frees. "Ev q, i.e. 
ἐν ᾧ νόμῳ. 

The sense of the whole may be made more facile, by a different 
arrangement: but now being dead [to the law], we are freed from the 
law by which we were held in bondage. 

Ὥστε. ... γράμματος, so that we may now serve [God] ἐπ a new and 
spiritual manner, and not in the old and literal one. That Geg is to 
be understood after δουλεύειν, seems certain from the nature of the 
antithesis, and from comparing vs. 4, ὅ.---Πνεύματος I take to be the 
Gen. of attribute or explanation. Ἔν καινότητι πνεύματος, tn αὶ newness 
of a spiritual kind, i.e. in a new and spiritual manner. So παλαιόγητι 
γράμματος designates the former method of literal external obedience, 
which the Jews endeavoured to render to the law while ἐν σαρκέ. 
There was no heart in it. God ts a Spirtt; and he must be wor- 
shipped ἐν πνεύματι. But this command is obeyed, only when there 
is a ‘‘ new heart and a right spirit” in men; and this is not until they 
become affianced to Christ. “ The law,” says Calvin, “ puts a check 
upon our external actions; but it does not in the least restrain the 
fury of our concupiscence.” 
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CHAP. VII. 7—12. 


‘We must the legalist to rise up with not a little excitement against the 
declaration of the apostle, yiz. τὰ τῶν ἁμαρτιῶν, τὰ διὰ τοῦ νόμου. * What, 
then,’ he would at once say, ‘are we to believe that the holy and perfect law of God 
is not only incompetent to ‘ify us, but that it is even the occasion of our being 
greater sinners than we should otherwise be? Can it be lawful or proper to make 
‘such an insinuation as this? Is the law sin?’ 
To this objection the apostle now replies; and replies in such a way as to shew, 
he fully maintains his ground, viz. that the law is the occasion of greatly 
τως lt and condemnation, still the fault lies in us and not 
is er worthy of approbation and obedience, because it it 
and his is at once ἃ Udicate and difficult of the apost li 
and it is managed with great skill and effect. How often it has been misunderstood, 
and construed so as to be irrelevant to the object which the writer has in view, will 
be better seen in the sequel. In the mean time, I must beg the reader to dismiss 
every thing from his mind but the simple desire and inquiry to know what the verses 
before us mean, when explained by the object of the writer, the nature of the con- 
nexion in which they stand, and the language which is employed. 


(7) Tioby.... ἁμαρτία ; What shall we say then? Is the law sin? 
Language of the objector, in opposition to what the apostle had 
said in ver..5.—'Apapria, from the necessity of the case must here 
mean, the cause of sin. So Mic. i. 5, “ What is the transgression 
of Jacob? Is it not Samaria?” i.e. what is the cause of Jacob's 
transgression, &c.? Eph. ii, 16, “ having slain the enmity thereby,” 
ive. the cause of enmity. To give ἁμαρτία a different sense here, 
would be inept. 

‘My γένοιτο is the answer of the apostle. He means by it wholly 
to deny the charge involved in the previous question, in the sense in 
which the legalist supposed the charge might be made, viz. that the 
law was the efficient cause or the sinful cause of our sin, and that our 
guilt might be justly put to the account of the law, So much is plain 
from the sequel. But he does not mean to deny, that there is a sense 
in which the law is connected with our sins, and that it is the occasion 
of their being aggravated, rather than the efficient means of our being 
sanctified. ᾿Αλλά intimates, that the apostle has some exception to 
the universal sense of μὴ γένοιτο. The course of thought runs thas: 
* The law is not the sinful or efficient cause of sin; but still there is a 
sense in which the law is connected with sin.’ What this is, the writer 
goes on to describe. 

Τὴν ἁμαρτίαν. .... νόμου, 1 had not known sin except by the law. 
By what law? As a general proposition, it would be true as to the 
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law of nature or of revelation. “ Where there is no law, there is no 
transgression,” Rom. iv. 15. When the apostle (Rom. i—ii.) speaks 
of the Gentiles as sinners, he makes them offenders against the law of 
nature, written upon their hearts, Rom. ii. 14,15; and when he 
convicts the Jews of guilt, he represents them as offending against 
revelation. What is said in the verse before us, if understood in a 
general way, might be explained and defended, then, on general 
principles. But plainly this is not the object of the writer here. He 
is controverting with the legalists. And who were they? Jews, not 
Gentiles ; at least, they usually were not Gentiles. It is the Jewish 
law, then, to which he here adverts. 

But in what sense would he not have known sin, except by the 
law? Surely the Gentiles were sinners, who had no revelation; as 
he has abundantly shewn in chap.i.n. This consideration leads 
us of course to say, that the meaning of known (ἔγνων) is a qualified 
and comparative one, in the present passage. The meaning must 
be, that he would not have known sin in any such manner and 
measure as he then actually did, had it not been for the law. In this 
idea is ineluded, not a mere theoretical, and as it were scientifical, 
knowledge of it, but that knowledge which is derived from experience, 
and experience in a high degree. The explanation subjoined in 
ver. 8, appears to leave no room to doubt this exegesis. The simple 
explanation of the whole seems to be this: ‘ Unless the law had put 
restraint upon sinning, I should never have known how great my 
wickedness is, or how much propensity to evil I have. The restraints 
of the law galled my evil passions, and they broke out with redoubled 
violence; and in this way I have come, from bitter experience, to 
know much more of the nature and extent of my sinfulness. I should 
never have known to what extent I was capable of going, had not the 
restraints of the law brought me to a full development of myself. 1 
was excited by the check which they put upon me; and I acted 
out myself in such a manner as I never should have otherwise done ; 
and in this way I have come to know my sinfulness, through the law. 
In this way πᾶσα ἐπιθυμία (ver. 8) was wrought in me, so that I 
have a knowledge of sin such as I never should have acquired in any 
other way.’ | 

In this compound sense (so to speak) of fuller development, and 
(through this) of more complete means of knowledge, does the apostle 
appear to affirm that he has acquired a knowledge of sin by the law. 
Vs. 7 and 8 taken together, and so they must be treated, can leave no 
room to doubt, that it is not merely the instruction which the law 
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gives concerning the nature of sin, that the apostle aims here to 
describe; but a knowledge which is acquired (as described in ver. 8) 
by an experimental acquaintance with sin ; which had been heightened 
to so great a degree by the restraints of law, as to place the subjects of 
it in such a condition as to practical knowledge with regard to his own 
sinfulness, as nothing else could have brought about. 

On any other ground of exegesis, the connexion between vs. 7 
and 8 must be virtually broken up. ‘The connexion is thus: ‘I had 
not known sin, as I now do, except by the law; but now I do so know 
it, because the law has brought out all my sinful nature in opposition 
to it, which would otherwise have never so developed itself.’ But if 
we understand ver. 7 as a mere eulogy of the law, on account of the 
light which it gives, (as not a few commentators have deemed it to be); 
then in what respect is ver. 8 the antithesis of ver. 7? That antithesis 
or distinction is intended, the δέ in ver. 8 here clearly shews. ‘The true 
nature of the antithesis seems to be this: ‘I had not so known sin, 
except by the law; but now I do so know it, on account of the law. 
Verse 8 shews how and why the sinner comes thus to know it, and that 
it is in an experimental way. 

Τήν re yap... - ἐπιθυμήσεις, for I had not known even lust, unless 
the law had said: Thou shalt not lust. Τάρ confirmantis here ; i.e. it 
is placed at the head of a clause designed to confirm and strengthen 
the preceding assertion. The second clause is an assertion of the same 
general nature with the first, excepting merely that it is in its nature 
more intense. ᾿ἘἘπιθυμίαν is a word for which we have no equivalent 
in our language, when it means, as it here does, unlawful or sinful 
desire in general, i.e. desire of what would be in any way injurious to 
our neighbour. The reference in the mind of the writer, appears 
plainly to have been to Exod. xx. 14, Marin ND, &e.; which is well 
rendered: Thou shalt not covet, i.e. shalt not inordinately desire; but 
which is rendered in Greek by οὐκ ἐπεθυμήσεις, thou shalt not desire, 
thou shalt not lust after or covet. The misfortune is, that we have no 
English noun that corresponds to the verb covet; for covetousness means, 
ἃ greedy appetite for wealth; and /ust means (at least as now employed), 
unclean desire. We must then paraphrase ἐπιθυμίαν, and render it 
inordinate desire, forbidden desire. The word sometimes means unlaw- 
ful sensual desire ; but plainly it is not here limited to a meaning so 
circumscribed. The reference to Exod. xx. 14 forbids this supposition, 
as well as the nature of the case. 

'Té has given trouble to the critics here. How it differs from καί may 
be seen in Bretschn. Lex. τέ. When employed alone (as here), it is 
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used to join those things which in their own nature are united and 


Latin que, etiam, 1 basa more i we (ota en Seanad 
that there is a kind of climactic sense in the clause in which it 
stands. The writer appears to say: ‘Even immoderate desire, that 
internal feeling which the law might not seem to modify, has been 
greatly excited and aggravated by its restraints.’ This adds a kind of 
intensity to what the writer had said οἵ ἁμαρτία in general, 6 
That the whole is here to be understood in a comparative sense, 


guide and check them, Rom. ii. 14, 15. In the absolute set 

the apostle cannot be supposed to speak. The writer means: ‘ I had 
not so known sin as I now know it, except by the law.’ A complete 
and full illustration and vindication of such a comparative sense, may 
be found in John xv. 22—24; which the reader is desired attentively 
to consult. 

(8) This verse explains how the law has been the occasion of 
promoting the knowledge of sin, in the sense which the writer here 
means to convey. ᾿Αφορμὴν δὲ... ἐπιθυμίαν, but sin taking ὁ 
sion by the commandment wrought in me all manner of 
desire. ᾿Αμαρτία is here the sinful principle in men, their corruption 


or why did sin take occasion by the commandment to, produce all 
manner of inordinate desires? The apostle does not definitely answer — 
this question, but leayes it to be supplied, as a matter of course, 
by his readers, What then is the principle in human nature, which he 
seems to consider so obvious as to need no mention? It is the one, 
I answer, to which I haye already more than once adyerted ; 
opposition to the desires and passions of unsanctified men, inflames 
them and renders them more intense and unyielding. So most of 

the commentators, Calvin: Sone ek αυῤο κα τοττοος 
stimuletur caro ad concupiscendum.—Per legem instigatur cupiditas 
nostra, ut in majorem ebulliat insaniam.—Vitiosa hominum natura, 
cujus perversitas ac libido, quo magis justitie repagulis coérceretur, 
eo furiosius erumpit (in ver. 5). Chrysostom: Ὅταν γάρ τινος ἐπεθω- 
μοῦμεν, εἶτα κωλνώμεθα, αἴρεται μᾶλλον τῆς ἐπιθυμίας ἡ φλόξ, when 
we covet any thing, and are hindered from obtaining it, the flame of our 
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inordinate desire is the more augmented, Erasmus: Universa eupidi- 
tatum cohors irritata, prohibitione ccepit acrius ad peccandum solicitare. 
A most striking and melancholy example in point is, that prohibition 
and penalty were not sufficient, even in paradise, to preyent our first 
parents from ruining themselves and all their posterity. 

The very heathen fully acknowledged the principle in question: 
so plainly is it a part of our nature. Thus Cato (Liv. xxxiv. 4) says 
of luxury ; Non mota, tolerabilior esset quam erit nunc; ipsis vinculis, 
sicut fera bestia, irritata deinde emissa. Seneca: Parricide cum 
lege coeperunt, de Clem, I. 23. Horace: Audax omnia perpeti, gens 
humanum ruit per vetitum nefas, Carm. I, 3, Ovid: Nitimur in 
vetitum semper cupimusque negata, Amor. III.4. To the like purpose 
is Proy. ix. 17: Stolen waters are sweet, and bread eaten in secret is 
pleasure. 

Now as this is an obvious principle of a corrupt natural state, 
and will account for the fact which the apostle has asserted in the 
text, we may adopt the conclusion that it lies at the ground of his 
assertion, 

Observe the strength of the expression, διὰ τῆς ἐντολῆς, +. . emir 
θυμίαν" as much as to say: ‘ Sin, i.e. my sinful nature or disposition, 
did not simply produce ἐπιθυμίαν, i.e. some inordinate desire that 
would lead to the commission of evil—but πᾶσαν ἐπιθυμίαν, every 
kind. of inordinate desire, a great variety of evil passions, and highly 
stimulated ones.’ To account for this, we must resort to the principle 
already stated. It should be noted here, also, that in this way it 
was, that the law was the occasion of his obtaining a knowledge of 
sin, which he would otherwise never have acquired. So the sequel 
intimates : 

Χωρὶς γὰρ νόμον ἁμαρτία νεκρά, for without the law sin is dead; 
i.e. comparatively sluggish and inoperative; comp, James ii. 17, 26, 
πίστις νεκρά. That such must be the sense, the preceding declaration 
shews; the amount of which is, that ‘sin did by the commandment 
produce all kinds of inordinate desire in him,’ Now if this be correct, 
then sin, without such commandment, i.e. without the occasion of 
producing πᾶσαν ἐπιθυμίαν, would be comparatively inoperative, For 
the comparative sense of the whole passage, the reader is again referred 
to John xv.22—24, That the apostle could not mean to be understood 
in the absolute sense, is plain from chap, where the Gentiles are 
convicted of sin, who nevertheless are without the law here spoken of, 
i.e. without a revelation. 

(9) Ἐγὼ δὲ ἔζων .... ποτέ, for I was alive once, without the law. 

τ 
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“A difficult and much controverted phrase. The dé presents obstacles, 
in the first place. Is it δέ orationi continuande inserviens, or δέ discretiva 
vel disjunctiva ? The first, I answer; but it belongs to that species of 
usage which inserts δέ before an explanation; ‘ accuratius definit,” 
Bretsch. Lex. In such a case δέ may be rendered enim, etenim, and it 
-differs not essentially from γάρ as to sense; comp. δέ in Mark iv. 37. 
‘Xvi. 8. John vi. 10. Acts xxiii. 13. Rom. iii. 22. 1 Cor.x.11. xv. 56. 
-As I understand ἔζων here, it is an opposition of phraseology merely, 
‘not of sense. To say that sin was dead, and that 7 was alive, is 
saying the same thing as to sentiment; for whenever sin lives, then 
man dies, as the sequel of the verse clearly shews. And when the 
Writer says ἐγὼ δὲ ἔζων, x.r.A., he evidently means to give an example 
of what he had just asserted, viz. that without the law sin was dead. 
* Such,’ says he, ‘ was my case ποτέ. 

But when? The difficulty of answering this question seems to 
‘have led Augustine, Calvin, and many others, to the opinion, that 
ἔζων here means: ‘I deemed myself alive once,’ i.e. before I understood 
the spirituality and extent of the law. But in such a case we should 
go through with the exegesis; and this would shew at once the 
insuperable difficulty which attends it. Forexample: ‘I once deemed 
myself spiritually alive ; but when I came under conviction by the law, 
I was brought to deem myself spiritually dead,’ (so far all seems well); 
‘and the commandment which was designed to give life, proved to 
be deadly (εἰς θάνατον) to me;’ i.e. it was deadly to me, because it 
brought me under real and true conviction as to my desperate spiritual 
condition! Is this then the way in which the law of God proves 
fatal to the sinner, viz. by convincing him of the true and deadly 
nature of sin? This cannot be admitted; nor is it at all to the writer's 
purpose, whose immediate object it is to shew, that the law can never 
cure our maladies, but that on the contrary it is the occasion of aggra- 
vating them. 

Ἐγὼ δὲ ἔζων, x.r.d., then, has the same sense here, as the χωρὶς yap 
νόμον ἁμαρτία νεκρά of the preceding verse has. It is an example in 
point to illustrate it; and of course the same thing is to be said as to 
the comparative sense which it bears here, as was said of ἁμαρτία νεκρά 
there. As I have already remarked, ἐγὼ ἔζων, and ἁμαρτία νεκρά, both 
convey the same idea: when sin is dead, 7 am alive; i.e. when sin is 
comparatively inactive or inefficient, (ἁμαρτίαν οὐκ εἶχον, John xv. 
22,24), then I may be said to be comparatively unexposed to death, 
or, in other words, be said to live. 

Bretschneider and others understand ἔζων here in the simple sense of 
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degere vitam, to exist or be for any length of time. But the nature of 
‘the antithetic language here does not seem to permit this; for in the 
sequel, ἀπέθανον is plainly opposed to ἔζων here; but ἀπέθανον cannot 
be the antithesis of ἔζων taken in the sense of vitam degebam, for then 
ἀπέθανον must mean physical death. That both words are used in a 
comparative and modified sense, is plain from the nature of the case 
and the tenor of the writer's illustrations. 

We return to the question: When was Paul χωρὶς νόμου; He says 
xoré,once. But does he mean absolutely without law, or comparatively? 
Not the first; for no moral agent in the universe ever was, or ever will 
be, without law in the absolute sense. But when did the commandment 
come? The whole turns on this. It is not the giving of the Jewish 
law, surely, to which Paul refers by this expression; for he did not 
live then. He must mean, then, some application of the law to him- 
self, in a new manner, or in a way different from any which he had 
before experienced. When this was,he does not say. We may suppose 
it to be in childhood, or in riper years, ‘The principle is the same. 
Whenever the law of God was pressed on his mind and conscience with 
such a weight and power that he could not dismiss attention to what it 
demands, then began his active and increased opposition to it. Before 
this, sin was comparatively dead, Now it revived in all its strength, 
and brought him into deeper guilt and more aggravated condemnation, 
Such is “the coming of the commandment;” and previous to this 
coming, Paul was, in the sense before stated, alive; i.e. he was less 
the subject of sin, and less exposed to death. 

The δέ after ἐλθούσης is discretive ; for that part of the sentence 
which follows is placed. in antithesis with the preceding clause.— 
“Apapria ἀνέζησε, sin revived or flourished, ᾿Αναζάω means to gather 
new life, to shew additional vigour ; and such is clearly the sense here, 
as it does not mean merely a renewal of a life which had before existed. 
‘The expression itself is plainly one which the writer uses as equivalent 
to ἁμαρτία .... κατειργάσατο ἐν ἐμοὶ πᾶσαν ἐπιθυμίαν, in the preceding 
verse. As there “all manner of inordinate desire was wrought διὰ τῆς 
ἐντολῆς" " 80 here, the consequence of ἐλθούσης τῆς ἐντολῆς is, that sin 
becomes vigorous. -- 

(10) Ἐγὼ δὲ ἀπέθανον, but I died. The δέ is here used, because 
ἀπέθανον is the antithesis of ἀνέζησε, δέ discretiva, The preceding δέ 
indicates the antithesis of the whole sequel of the sentence with the 
preceding part of it; the present one indicates an antithesis in the 
form of expression, between two subordinate clauses of the latter part 
of the sentence.—'Arédavov, I fell under sentence of death; “the soul 
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that sinneth shall die;” “the wages of sin is death.” So plainly the 
next clause explains it, where the death incurred is placed in opposition 
to the life which obedience to the whole law would ensure. But then, 
there is plainly an intensive sense to be attached here to the word 
ἀπέθανον" just as there is to the word ἀνέζησε. The apostle means to 
say (as ver, 8 shews), that sin put. forth fresh vigour when the com= 
mandment came; consequently he incurred aggravated guilt; and 
aggravated condemnation must necessarily follow. It also lies on the 
face of the whole, that the writer designs to convey the idea, that the 
law, instead of affording sanctification and deliverance from sin, is the 
occasion of aggravating both guilt and condemnation. So he had inti- 
mated in vi. 14; and so he here proves the fact to be. - 

Καὶ εὑρέθη .... εἰς θάνατον, even the very commandment which was 
designed [to bestow] life, was found to be unto my death,—Kat εὑρέθη, 
«7A. is evidently a clause added for the sake of intensity and variety 
of expression—a mete epexegesis of ἀπέθανον. The καί here, then, is 
not and, but καὶ etiam ; καί “ intendit vel auget significationem.”—In 
saying ἐντολὴ εἰς ξωήν, there was a reference in the mind of the writer 
to such passages of the Old Testament as the following: “ My statutes 
+4. Which if a man do he shall even live by them,” Ezek. xx, 11,13, 21. 
Lev. xviii. 5, et alib. sayy gr map emacs 
θάνατον, and is a Dat. incommodi ; comp. in ver. 13. 

(11) A repetition with some variations in the rhnascoloiey/ bla 
same sentiment which is established in ver.8.—H γὰρ .... ἀπέκτεινε, 
{for sin taking occasion by the commandment deceived me, and by it slew me, 
Tp confirmantis ; for the sequel shews how the commandment eame to 
prove deadly to him. In respect to ἀφορμὴν λαβοῦσα, see ver. 8. The 
oveasion was, that the law restrained evil passions; which, ina graceless 
state of the heart, aggravated opposition to it—Ac τῆς ἐντολῆς must 
mean, through the law as an o¢casional instrument or cause; not by it 
πὰ the efficient cause of sin, which the sequel denies the law to be.— 
᾿Ἑξηπάτησέ pe seems to mean, the deceit which our sinful passions’ 
practise upon us, by leading us to regard all restraint of them as unrea~ 
sonable and oppressive, and to feel that we are in the right when we 
resist such restraint. The consequences of such a feeling will be; to. 
obey out passions and not the law. Of course we are slain by such 
deceit ; it lends ue to plunge into ruin.—A¢ αὑτῆς must mean, d¢ ἐντολῆς, 
pGerienet csi pice perenne αν τ το 
again stated. 

(12) “ὐτε ὁ μὲν ees ἀγαδήρνωλεγευγε the ‘aio. ἐν, ὁδί απὰ he 
commandment holy and just and good. "Ὥστε at the beginning of a 


Pr 


ROMANS VII. 12. 287 


sentence, is rendered quare, itaque, iyitur, by Bretschneider. The 
tre force of it séems to be so that, i.e. things being as I have said, it 
follows that, &c.—Méy is difficult of grammatical solution here. Taken 
as the usual sign of protasis, where (we may ask) is the apodosis ἢ Καὶ ἡ 
ἐντολὴ, κι τι A. Will hardly make one, for it is merely epexegetical of 
ὁ νόμος ἅγιος. Bretschneider (Lex.) says, that μέν here cannot be 
translated. Be it so; it must still be true, I think, that the writer had 
some apodosis in his mind, when he employed it. I know it is often 
the case, in the Greck classics, that μέν is employed without any sub- 
sequent apodosis being expressed. But is it used unless one is implied ? 
I think not. What then is the implied apodosis here? We may pro- 
bably supply it from ver. 13; and if so it would seem to be this: 
ἁμαρτία δέ ἐστιν ἡ κατεργαζομένη θάνατον διὰ τοῦ ἀγαθοῦ νόμου. 

It will be perceived, that the present verse is not a regular logical 
deduction from the preceding verses. The writer means to say, that 
after all that he has said, the view which he has taken of the case is 
such, that the excellence and purity of the law stand unimpeached. 
‘The law is indeed the occasion, but it is the innocent occasion, of sin. 
Tt is the abuse of it which makes men sinners. It is their evil passions 
which convert what in its own nature tends to life, into an instrument 
of death. ‘The reason of repeating νόμος and ἐντολή both, here, seems 
to be, that both had been employed in the preceding illustration ; see 
vs.7—10. If there be any difference between the two words, it must 
be, that νόμος is the generic appellation of the divine law, 771A; while 
ἐντολή corresponds to pit, i.e. any particular precept. As used by the 
writer, however, no difference is here intended. “Ayia here means pure, 
free from all moral defect, free from sin, opposed to sin, Auaia, agreeable 
to dicn, i.e. promoting justice and punishing sin. ᾿Αγαθή, good in 
its object and end, tending to secure the ends of benevolence. The 
most appropriate to the apostle's purpose here, of all the qualities which 
he mentions, is that of holiness. Hence, ὁ νόμος ἅγιος and ἡ ἐντολὴ 
ἁγία. 


‘Thus much for statement, that the law is the occasion of our guilt being 
aggravated, instead of delivering us from it. ‘The vindication of that character 
of the law, which is stated in ver. 12, follows. But before we proceed 
to it, we must endeavour ‘to solve some questions which naturally arise 
here. 
‘The reader has doubtless perceived, that I suppose the apostle to be here 
speaking of himself when in a legal state, or under the law, and before he was 
united to Christ. This I believe to be the case, for many reasons; some of 
which I must defer to the close of the whole chapter. It is sufficient to my 
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present purpose to state, that nothing can appear more certain, than that 
vs. 7—I11 are a defence and confirmation of the obnoxious expression, 
(obnoxious to the Iegalist) contained in ver. 5. It is this verse, which gives 
occasion to the objection expressed at the beginning of ver. 7; and it is of 
course the same, which is the theme of vs.7—I1. But on looking back to 
ver. 5, we find ἦμεν ἐν τῇ σαρκί to be the condition of the person, on whom 
the law of God produced the unhappy effect stated in the sequel. Indeed 
the case of itself determines this; for surely the law of God is not the 
object of the believer's hatred; nor does it enkindle his passions and aggravate 
his offences; it reproves, restrains, moderates, subdues his evil affections 
and desires. To prove this, would be as superfluous as to prove that the 
renewed heart loves and approves of holiness. It is surely none but an 
unsanctified heart, which can make such a use of the law of God as is stated 
in vs. 7—11}. ' 

Moreover the difficulties attending the casual exegesis (usual im modern 
times and among a certain class of writers) of this passage, are truly appalling. 
E. g. vs. 9, 10, are thus explained: “1 thought myself alive, i.e. holy or good, 
before I was brought under conviction by the law; but when this conviction 
took place, a penitential sense of sin became strong and active; I was then 
fully persuaded that I deserved condemnation (ἐγὼ δὲ ἀπέθανον) ; and I found 
that instead of keeping the commandment, I had only brought myself under its 
penalty.’ Now all this would do well, in itself considered; the sentiment is 
evangelical and correct. But the difficulty in obtaining this sentiment 
from the passage before us, is, (1) That one must vivlate the usus loquendi. 
(2) He must bring contradiction and inextricable difficulty into the con- 
text. (3) He must make the writer assert what is irrelevant to his present 
purpose. 

First, to construe ἁμαρτία ἀνέζησεν as meaning, a penilential sense of sin revived 
or became strong, has no parallel in Scripture. ‘Apapria cannot be shewn ever 
to mean penitential sense of sin. As little too can ἔζων be shewn to mean, 
7 thought myself aiive, i.e. righteous. Both renderings are discrepant from all 
usus loguendi. 

Secondly, if we take the meaning of ἁμαρτία, penitential sense of sin, and 
carry it on through ver. 11, which is indissolubly connected with ver. 10, 
(as a comparison of vs. 7, 8, and the yap in ver. 11, shew), it will make 
a sense utterly inadmissible. E.g. ‘ A penitential sense of sin (apapria), 
taking occasion by the law, deceived me and slew me! And is this an 
exegesis to be tolerated even for a moment? I trust not. Sorrow for 
sin neither deceives nor s/ays ; but just the opposite. Yet such a carrying 
forward of the sense given to apapria in ver. 10, is fairly inevitable, unless 
one renounces all the principles by which a writer's thoughts are connected 
together. 

Thirdly, such a sentiment as is given to ver. 10, is irrelevant to the writer's 
apurpose. His object is to shew, that he has not rashly said, ra παθήματα τῶν 
ἱμαρτιῶν τὰ διὰ τοῦ νόμου, ver. 5. How will it prove this, if he declares 
merely that the law undoes the false hupes of the vinner, aud brings him under 
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true conviction? ‘This would seem, at least, to be proving just the opposite of 
what he designs to shew. Nor will it help the matter in the least, if you 
suppose him to be speaking of the experience of Christians ; for surely it would 
not illustrate the declaration, that the law is the occasion of our evil passions 
being aggravated, to assert that Christians are convinced of sin by it, and 
brought to true penitence. ‘The whole interpretation, therefore, which assigns 
such a meaning to ver. 10, appears tu be inept, and destitute of any adequate 
support whatever, The sentiment which it brings forward is indeed in itself 
correct ; but whether it is the sentiment of the passage under examination—is 
a very different question. 

I shall proceed, therefore, through the remainder of the chapter, on the 
ground thut a person in a Jaw-stale, and not in a state of grace, is described. 
‘To some of the reasons for this method of interpretation I have just adverted ; 
and to some more I must advert, in the course of my exposition. But the more 
ample defence of this principle of exegesis, and the answer to the principal 
objections, I reserve to the close of the chapter, because they will then be 
better understood than if they should now be introduced. 

It is proper, however, to say a few words here, respecting the use of the first 
person singular, throughout vs.7—25, Does the apostle mean to designate 
himself specially and peculiarly, or does he include others with himself? Others 
certainly are included, understand him as you please. If he speaks of himself 
while under the law, he means by a parity of reasoning to include all others who 
are in the same condition. If he speaks of himself as a Christian, he means in 
the same manner to include all other Christians, who of course must have 
similar experience. So that Ambrose very appropriately and truly says: Sub 
suf person’ quasi generalem causam agit. ‘The use sometimes of the plural 
and sometimes of the singular number, favours this supposition; comp. vs. 5, 
7, 14, seq. and Vili. 1, seq. ‘The apostle often employs the first person singular, 
where he is discussing general principles ; 6. 6. 1 Cor, vi. 12, x. 23, 29, 30. 
xiii, 11, 12. Gal. ii. 18, etal. swpe. That it is not unusual for the apostles to 
include themselves, even where they are saying things which convey sharp 
teproof, is also true; e.g. James iii, 1, 2,9. Whatever ground of exegesis 
‘ane takes, as to chap. vii. in general, the principle that Paul speaks of 
himself only as an example of what others are in like circumstances, must 
of course be admitted. Comp. 1 Cor. iv. 6, where he explicitly asserts such a 
principle. 
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his passions and obey the commandments of God. But what of all this is there, in 
the ease which the apostle presents in vii. 14—251 Read now chap. viii, 1—17, and 
then ask: Is the man described in vii. 14—25, who yields in every instance to the 
assault of his passions, and suffers them continually to triumph over law, conscience, 
and every other consideration, such a man or the same man as is described in 
viii, 1-177 In this latter passage the man is described “ who walks Not after the 
flesh but after the Spirit.” Can this then be the same man who does walk after 
the flesh, and always docs this, even when the voice of God and conscience is 

in his ears, and his own internal moral nature is warning him against 
the course he pursues? Impossible. Light and darkness are not more diverse than 
these two cases, 66, 

The transition which is represented as taking place, at the close of chap. vii. 
and the commencement of chap. viii., most fully exhibits this. Here is indeed ἃ 
wonderful transition ; one from a state of cuptivity to the law of sin and death, to ἃ 
state of freedom from both, to the enjoyment of the glorious liberty of the children 
of God, But if the context in chap. vii. 1125 is meant for one which is only in 
the breast of the regenerate ; then into what state does he go, or what is the condition 
of him, who makes the transition represented in chap. viii. ΓΞ The only answer which 
can be made, seems to be, that it is from a state of struggle with sin, to i 
which there is no struggle with it. And does the Christian, then, attain to 
in the present life 1 will not deny the possibilty of it; but ns a matter of fat 


who will bring adequate proof, that he does truly “ love God with heart and. 
his ibour as himself,” without variation, and to the highest extent of which he 
is ? “Η we say we have no we deceive ourselves, and the truth is not 
in us” Such a transition, then, in case, is utterly improbable; and therefore 
cannot be admitted, 

But put the case which I have supposed above, and which accoris with the 
design of the apostle and the language employed, viz. that the transition is 
from a state in which the carnal passions were uniformly victorious, to one in 


the holy principle becomes predominantly so, and then you have not only 
a possible bat an actual case; yea, thousands and millions of actual cases. 
Can we hesitate, then, as to what the object of the writer is, in the passage 
before us 


(18) Τὸ οὖν ἀγαθὸν .... θάνατος ; Has then that which is good become 
death to me? i.e. ‘You call the commandment ἀγαθή, kind, beneficent, 
productive of happiness; how can that which is beneficent, be fatal 
to me? Is not this a contradiction?” The answer is, μὴ γένοιτο" 
i.e. it is not true that the ἐντολὴ ἀγαθή was of itself fatal or deadly to 
you, ἀλλὰ ἡ ἁμαρτία, but sin [was death to you]; for that σοὶ γέγονε 
θάνατος is implied after ἁμαρτία, is very plain from the nature of the 
sentence. 

“Iva φανῇ «+4 θάνατον, 50 that sin might exhibit itself, causing death 
to me by that which is good.—ayj is 2 Aor. pass, Subj., but is employed 
(as the Aorists pass. often are) in the sense of the Middle voice. The 

ing is: ‘Sin became the cause of death to me, by my abusing of 
the law which was altogether good; and so it exhibited, in a true light, 
its own deadly and odious nature.’ The μοί here, and the ἐμοί above, 
are the Dat. incommodi. 

“Iya γένηται... ἐντολῆς; 50 that sin, through the commandment, might 
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be exceedingly sinful; i.e. so that sin, by abuse of the commandment 
which was good, and making it the occasion of death to the sinner, and 
by its opposition to a commandment in its own nature holy and just 
and good, might thus appear to be exceedingly aggravated and detestable. 
For καθ᾽ ὑπερβολήν, used adverbially instead of ὑπερβαλλόντως, comp. 
1 Cor. xii. 31. 2 Cor. 1. 8. iv. 17. 

(14) Οἴδαμεν yap some critics divide thus: otda μὲν yap. But 
the general usage of Paul is against this; for in appeals of this nature 
he generally uses the plural number, and not the singular.—Tap 
sJlustrantis et confirmantis ; for the sequel is designed to illustrate and 
confirm what he has said in respect to the law and sin, im ver. 18. 

‘O νόμος πνευματικός ἐστι, the law is spiritual, i.e. the law enjoins 
those things which are agreeable to the nature and mind of the Spirit. 
Flesh and spirit are often opposed to each other in a variety of senses ; 
viz. (1) As flesh is weak and perishable (Gen. vi. 3. Ps. lxxviii. 39. 
lvi.4. Jer. xvii. 5. Is. χ]. 6), so spirit (TAI, πνεῦμα), the animating 
and invigorating principle, is sometimes placed in opposition to it with 
the meaning of strength and permanence; e.g. Is. xxxi.3. But, 
(2) The most common usage in the New Testament is the tropical one; 
where σάρξ is viewed as the principal seat or strong hold of sinful 
desires and affections, and is often employed to designate them, some- 
times simply, and sometimes with φρόνημα added to it; while πνεῦμα, 
when employed in the way of antithesis to it, means the new Uving 
principle, which is ri πνευματικόν, something produced by the Spirit of 
God, and guided by his influence. Hence Christians are πνευματικοί, 
and unsanctified men are capxtxoi, because the former are under the 
influence of the Spirit, and the latter are guided by their carnal appetites 
and desires. ΑἹ] this is quite plain, when one reads Rom. viii. 1—17, 
where the antithesis is fully and explicitly stated. 

To say, then, that the law is πνευματικός, is to affirm that its nature 
is pneumatic, i.e. agreeable to the nature and mind of the Spirit. The 
antithesis, therefore, is plain; viz. ἐγὼ δὲ σαρκικός εἰμι, but 7 am carnal, 
i.e. under the influence of carnal desires and affections. Even such 
desires as do not spring directly from the flesh, are sometimes named 
carnal; and this, it would seem, because most of our sinful propensities 
are directly connected with the flesh, and those which are not, are similar 
in regard to their character. For example; in Gal. v. 19—22, the 
apostle names hatred, envy, anger, &c., a8 ἔργα σαρκός" and so in 
Rom. viii. 5—9, κατὰ σάρκα εἶναι or περιπατεῖν, includes every kind of 
vicious life. And in the passage before us, σαρκικός εἰμι is explained 
by a clause which the writer immediately adds; viz. 
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Πεπραμένος ὑπὸ τὴν ἁμαρτίαν, sold under sin, ive. the bond-slave of 
sin, δοῦλος τῆς dyapriag’ for so the sequel shews him to be, inasmuch 
as he always obeys sin, whatever opposition is made to it on the part of 
conscience or the divine law. The language is borrowed from the 
practice of selling captives, taken in war, as slaves. They were viewed 
as having forfeited their lives; and so they were sold into a state of the 
most absolute despotism. In allusion to this, the apostle represents 
the person who is still under the law, and therefore unredeemed, as 
being the bond-slave of sin. Stronger language than this he could not 
employ; and it will be important, in the sequel, to look back on this 
expression in order to solve some of the doubts which may arise from 
ὃ μισῶ, ὃ ob θέλω ἐγώ, τὸ θελεῖν παράκειταί pol, συνήδομαι τῷ νόμῳ τοῦ 
θεοῦ, &c. Let the reader, who wishes to know the writer's own expo- 
sition of σαρκικός here, carefully compare chap. viii. 5—9. 
then, is good, for it is πνευματικός, agreeable to the dictates 
of the Spirit. It is not this, therefore, which is the efficient cause of 
ins; it is that they are σαρκικοί, devoted to the desires of the 
flesh, following the dictates of its desires. 

(15) That the law does sustain such a character, must be well known 
to the sinner himself. His own reason and conscience take sides with 
the law, and approve its precepts. Yet still, so carnally inclined is he, 
that he listens not to these, but acts directly against them. 

In order to express this sentiment in the most striking manner, the 
apostle divides the person who is thus σαρκικός, but is still compelled to 
give testimony in favour of the divine law, into two selves, (if I may 
thus speak); viz. the νοῦς or ὁ tow ἄνθρωπος (vs, 22, 23), and the σῶμα, 
σάρξ, or carnal part of his nature. In the latter dwell the passions and 
affections which sway the ἄνθρωπος σαρκικός" in the former is still a 
portion of the image of God, which discerns, and cannot but approve, 
the holy and perfect law of God that is merely a transcript of his own 
nature. If the reader has any question, whether this last statement is 
in accordance with the apostle’s views of unsanctified human nature, he 
needs but to turn back and read Rom. ii. 14, 15, in order to dissipate 
his doubts. That the unregenerate have reason and conscience which 
approve, and must approve, the divine law, shews nothing more than 
that they are rational and moral beings, with faculties adapted to a state 
of moral probation; and that they are made in the image of God, so far 
as a rational and moral nature is concerned. This is merely saying 
that they are men, and not brutes. The faculty to discern what is 

~ good, the power to approve of it, is in itself no more holy or sinful, than 
the faculty of ratiocination is, or of seeing or hearing. Nothing can be 
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more unfounded, than the supposition that moral good is put to the 
account of the sinner, merely because one assigns to him reason to 
discern its nature, and conscience to approve it. Withont these he 
could not be a rational and moral being. DS ae 
naturalia, to speak in the language of the old theology, Ὁ 

ταν eter βοκᾶ μὸν bo ts δὴν eden alate) 4a} eG 
of human depravity, when he finds the sinner here represented as seeing 
something of the nature of the divine law, and testifying in its favour. 
It is on such a ground as this, that the ways of God toward men may 
be vindicated ; for should we allow it to be true, that our physical 
nature is the existing cause of most of our sins, we may still ask: 
‘Is there not an ἔσω ἄνθρωπος which opposes all this, and solicits us 
to avoid sin and cleave to duty?’ And on this ground it is, that God _ 
regards the heathen as being without excuse; bpraperspiee a 
Rom. i. ii, 

Ὃ γὰρ... γινώσκω, for that which I do, I disapprove. The ip 
here shews clearly that the writer adduces the considerations whieh 
follow, in order to illustrate and confirm what he had just asserted, 
viz. that he who is under the law is σαρκικός, &c.—Ob γινώσκω is ren- 
dered by Chrysostom, Theodoret, Tholuck, and others, J know not, 
i.e, my mind is so darkened by sin, that T do not perceive the trua, 
nature of what I am doing; but the explanation which Paul imme- 
diately subjoins seems to forbid this exegesis, viz. ob γὰρ ὃ θέλω, x. 7A. 
Besides, the very height of the criminality here depicted is, that the 
sin is against light and knowledge and conscience. On the other hand, 
that γινώσκω in Greek, and the Hebrew YJ}, not unfrequently mean 
to know, in the sense of acknowledging or approving, may be seen in 
the lexicons; see Matt. vii. 23. xxv. 12, Luke xiii. 27. Ps. i. 6. 
Hos. viii. 4. 

Οὐ γὰρ ὃ θέλω, τοῦτο πράσσω, for not that which I approve, do I perform. 
Τάρ confirmantis, i. e. the sentence that follows, confirms the preceding 
statement, by repeating it for substance, but in a form more 
and specific, First, we have the general declaration: What I do, I 
disapprove. Next, the specific one, which illustrates and confirms it: 
Not that which I desire do I perform, but I do that which 1 hate. Tf 
there be any thing paradoxical here, (and as being so, the first view of 
the ease would seem to present it), it is occasioned entirely by the plan 
of the writer to represent the two contrary selves in one and the same 
person. Κατεργάζομαι belongs to the carnal self; γινώσκω to the νοῦς. 
ot tow ἄνθρωπος" and thus in succession, it is the conscience and reason, 
i.e.the internal moral man, which disapproves (ob θέλω) and hates (ia) 
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while the carnal man does (πράσσω, ποεῶλ) the thing which is disapproved 
and hated. 


All speculative metaphysical questions would here be entirely out of place. 
One might ask: ‘Is it true, then, that a man does what he is unwilling to 
do, and hates to do? This would be not only to represent him as acting against 
predominant motives, but as a machine who could not follow his own inclina- 
tion.’ And on the ground of some systems of metaphysical philosophy, 
the whole would indeed be an unaccountable affair, as it is here represented 
by the apostle; although such philosophy is not unfrequently insisted on, 
and urged as being all-important in theology. But still the apostle might 
make the appeal, for his own triumphant. vindication, to the breast of every 
man on earth, where the moral warfare has been carried on, as he describes 
it, between conscience and passion, And a most exact and striking picture it is 
too, The demonstration of its correctness is internal, in the very consciousness 
of the soul; it depends not on metaphysics or ratiocination, 

It is not true, indeed, that a man does what, on the whole, he is unwilling 
to'do; nor is this what the apostle means to affirm. But it is true, that men 
often do what reason and conscience disapprove; and which he here expresses 
in the strong language of ov θέλω and μεσῶ, i.e. it is the ἔσω ἄνθρωπος of 
whom this is predicated. And even this, in a contrast like the present, is not 
to be urged to its highest point of possible meaning. ‘Thus, for example, μισῶ 
does not always mean positive hatred, but a. not loving, or merely a comparatively 
not loving, i.e. a less loving; for so the examples in Matt. vi.24. Luke xvi. 13. 
xiv. 26, teach us. The last example here is perfectly in point, to shew 
that μισῶ may mean (as it certainly does here) merely a less loving of some 
than others; comp. as exegetical of it, Matt.x. 37. That θέλω and μισῶ, 
then, can both be affirmed of the conscience enlightened by the divine law 
(comp. ver. 9), when they are understood in this qualified sense, (and a 
qualified sense, on any ground of exegesis, is absolutely necessary), is suf- 
ficiently manifest. Any one who undertakes to urge the sense of words 
employed in such a contrast as is here presented, to the highest meaning of 
which they are capable, must involve himself in difficulties that are absolutely 
inextricable. 

‘There is a striking passage in Xenophon (Cyrop. VI. 1), in which Araspes 
the Persian says, by way of excusing his treasonable designs: “Certainly 
I must have two souls... for plainly it is not one and the same which is 
both evil and good, nor which loyes honourable and base conduct, and at the 
same time wishes to do a thing and not to do it. Plainly, then, there are 
two souls; and when the good one prevails, then it does good; and when the 
evil one predominates, then it does evil.” Similar to this is the sentiment in 
Euripides, Medea, 1077, 

Μανθάνω piv, ola δρᾷν μέλλω κακά, 

Θύμος δὲ κρείσσων τῶν ἐμῶν βουλευμάτων. 
L know, indeed, that such things as I am about to do, are evil; but my mind is 
better than my inclinations, 
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The same poet (as quoted by Clemens Alex. Strom. II. 15) says: 
Δέληθεν οὐδὲν τῶνδε μ᾽ ὧν συ νουθετεῖς" 
Γνώμην δ᾽ ἔχοντά μ᾽ ἡ φύσις βιάζεται. 
7 have forgotten none of the things respecting which you have admonished me ; but 
although I have a desire to do them, nature struggles against it. 

To the same purpose, and in a manner very much like that of Paul, 
Epictetus says (Enchirid. II. 26): ο ἁμαρτάνων, ὃ μὲν θέλει οὐ ποιεῖ" καὶ ὃ 
μὴ θέλει, ποιεῖ. So Plautus (Trinummus, Act. IV. Scen. 2, ver. 31); Scibam 
ut esse me deceret, facere non quibam miser; 7 knew that it was becoming, 
but, me miserable! I could not do it. Seneca (Ep. III.): Quid est .... quod 
nos alio tendentes, alio trahit, et eo unde recedere cupimus repellit? Quid 
colluctatur cum animo nostro, nec permittit nobis quidquam semel velle? Ovid 
(Metamorph, VII. 19): Aliudque cupido, mens aliud suadet; Video meliora 
proboque, deteriora sequor. Seneca (Hippol. v. 604): Vos testor.... hoc 
quod volo, me nolle. 

So Lactantius also represents a heathen as saying: Volo equidem non 
peccare, sed vincor; indutus enim sum carne fragili. Itaque ducor incertus, et 
pecco non quia volo, sed quia cogor. 

These quotations (for which I gratefully express my obligations to Prof. 
Tholuck) shew how clear and distinct the impression is upon the human 
mind, in all countries, that there is a struggle in the breast between conscience 
and carnal inclination. They also shew how much alike, men enlightened 
or unenlightened by revelation express themselves in relation to the struggle 
in question. They answer still another purpose, viz. to shew that language 
of this nature is used, and is to be understood, in the popular sense, and in this 
only. 


(16) Ei dé.... καλός, if now I do that which I do not desire, I 
acknowledge that the law is good; i.e. if my reason and conscience 
disapprove that which I do, then my inward man bears testimony in 
favour of the law, gives assent to the goodness of it. δέ “ orationi 
continuandz inservit.” Σύμφημι, lit. to speak with, to confess, to 
acknowledge. The appeal here in favour of the law is very strong; 
for even those who habitually violate it, are represented as testifying in 
its favour. In one point of view, this is stronger testimony than that 
of Christians; for if the real enemies themselves of the law feel obliged 
to confess its excellence, we may well expect that the friends of the law 
will do the same; as indeed they of course do.- 

(17) Nuvi dé .... ἁμαρτία, now, moreover, it is no longer I who do 
this, but sin which dwells in me. Δέ continuative, “ accuratius definit,” 
Two consequences follow from the principle asserted in ver. 15; viz. 
first, that the internal man assents to the goodness of the divine law; 
secondly, that it is not reason and conscience unperverted which lead 
men to sin, but their carnal desires. The latter sentiment is asserted in 
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ver. 17. "Ey, therefore, is the moral self, the νοῦς or ἔσω ἄνθρωπος. 
here ; while ἡ ἁμαρτία (here personified) means, the sinful passions and 
affections of men. The distinction here made, between the higher 
moral self of reason and conscience, and the lower one of carnal pas- 
sions and appetites, is very striking. In like manner Seneca says: 
Mens cujusque is est quisque, non ea figura qua digito monstrari potest ; 
the uixp of a man is πτμξειν, nol that part which may be pointed out 
with one’s finger, i.e. not the body. So Augustine: Magis ego in eo 
quod in me approbabam, quam in eo quod in me improbabam, 
Confess. VIII. 5. 

(18) Οἶδα yap .... ἀγαθόν, for I know that in me, that is, in my flesh, 
there dwelleth no good thing.—Vép explicantis ; for the present verse is 
designed to explain the preceding one. There the apostle had said : It ix 
sin who dwelleth in me. But what is meant by me? The answer in ver. 18 
is: The carnal man. To say that sin dwells in me, and to say that no 
good thing dwells in my flesh, is one and the same thing here. Let the 
reader compare, in order to ascertain the meaning of the writer, vs. 5, 14. 

But this is not all. The apostle goes further than merely to assert, 
that the carnal part of himself is destitute of any thing spiritually good. 
He maintains, also, that it has a predominant power over him who is 
still “under the law and not under grace.” Τὸ γὰρ... .. εὑρίσκω, for 
to will that which is good, is in my power ; but to do it, I do not find 
[in my power].—Té θέλειν here is of course employed in the same sense 
as θέλω in ver. 16, i.e. to designate the approbation or desire of reason 
and conscience. Γάρ is inserted before a clause designed to illustrate 
and enforce the preceding declaration.—Iapaxeiras, lit. lies by me or 
before me, i.e. is accessible, is possible, is in my power.—Oix εὑρίσκω, 
1 do not find, is an elliptical expression. The complement here would 
seem to be thus: Οὐκ εὑρίσκω [παρακείμενόν μοι, i.e. I do not find it 
in my power. But no metaphysical nicety of expression is here 
intended, The writer evidently means to say, that the carnal part is 
altogether the predominant self; just in the same manner as he says, 
that “the natural man receiveth not the things of the Spirit of God.... 
neither can he know them.” So again: “ The carnal mind is enmity 
against God, and is not subject to the law of God, nor indeed can it be," 
Rom. viii.7. As oupxude, i.e. as swayed and directed by carnal 
desires and affections, the sinner finds no power to do good. The 
assertion of the apostle does not respect men in a mere psychological 
or physiological point of view, with simple reference to the powers and 
attributes of their nature; but it respects them as σαρκικοί, as ἐν σαρκί, 
and as acting agreeably to this predominating part of themselves, 
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To καλόν stands in the original after κατεργάζεσθαι" but I have 
atranged it in the translation, so as to make the sense as explicit as 
I can. 

(19) Ob yap ὃ θέλω, x. τ΄ Δ., appears to be a repetition of ver. 15. 
It is so in fact; but it is not designed to be merely a repetition. First, 
the form is a little varied; for here we have ἀγαθόν and κακόν. But 
secondly, the sentence here commences with a ydp confirmantis, and 
it appears to be designed to confirm the preceding declaration. What 
is the proof that my reason and conscience approve that which is good, 
and that I find myself unable to effect it? It is, that I in fact leave 
undone the good which I approve, and do the evil which I disapprove. 

(20) This verse is a summary repetition of vs. 16, 17, omitting one 
clause of them; as may be seen by comparison. The assertion here is 
again, that as the moral /, viz. the conscience and reason, disapproves 
of evil, the commission of it is not occasioned by the ἔσω ἄνθρωπος, but 
by the ἄνθρωπος σαρκικός. 

(21) Next follows a deduction from the preceding representations, of 
which ἄρα, then, therefore, is the sign. 

The grammatical construction of the verse is difficult, and has been a 
matter of contest among critics. Only two methods of explanation 
seem to be worth discussing. (a) ‘I find τὸν νόμον, a law or constitution, 
viz. of my nature, that when I would do good, evil is near at hand.’ 
So Calvin, Venema, Limborch, Michaelis, Bolten, Ammon, &c. It is 
charged as a difficulty upon this mode of interpretation, that the article 
in τὸν νόμον cannot well be accounted for; for νόμον in ver. 23 has it 
not. But this objection has little weight indeed; for νόμος in ver. 21 
is surely a particular, specific νόμος" but in ver. 28, τὸν ἕτερον νόμον 
would give a sense which the writer does not intend, for he means here 
only to say that there is another law, i.e. some other law, in opposition 
to the law of his mind. ‘Ey τοῖς μέλεσι does indeed specificate the νόμος 
in question; but in such a case, the article may be either inserted or 
omitted. A comparison, moreover, of ver. 23 with ver. 21, seems to 
render it quite plain, that τὸν νόμον in the latte? is the same as the 
ἕτερον νόμον in the former. I take the meaning of the writer to be, that 
he finds it to be a custom or law with him, resulting from his carnal 
nature, that when his reason and conscience decide in favour of doing 
good, evil comes in and prevents it; i.e. his carnal affections and 
desires interpose and hinder his doing good ; in other words, he finds 
the doing of evil so habitual with himself, that he must regard it as a 
controlling law of his carnal nature. 

(δ) The second method puts a comma after dpa, and construes the 
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intermediate clause thus : ᾿Ἐμοὶ τῷ θέλοντι ποιεῖν τὸν νόμον, (sc. ποιεῖν} 
τὸ καλόν" thus making τὸ καλόν ἃ synonyme with τὸν νόμον, and sup- 
posing ποιεῖν to be virtually repeated before it. So Tholuck, Knapp, 
etal. This explanation is a possible one; but I can hardly bring 
myself to feel that it is probable. In sense it does not differ materially 
from the other ; and therefore it offers no special inducement to adopt it. 

Ἐμοὶ τὸ κακὸν παράκειται, evil is at hand, evil is near or in readiness. 
The meaning here is, as ver. 23 shews, that evil stands ready to usurp 
the place of good, and does in fact usurp it. 

(22) Συνήδομαι yap... . ἄνθρωπον, for I delight in the law of God, 
as it respects the internal man. Yép illustrantis. The sentiment is, 
for substance, the same as in vs. 15—17; but the costume in which it 
appears, is diverse. That the sentiment, moreover, is epexegetical of 
ver. 21, is quite plain, Hence the γάρ with which it is introduced. 

In regard to the words; συνήδομαι here corresponds to σύμφημι in 
ver. 16; and ἔσω ἄνθρωπον here, corresponds to ἐγώ in ver.17. If any 
one is disposed to urge here the strength of the expression συνήδομαι τῷ 
νόμῳ, as being inconsistent with an unregenerate state, he will do well 
to look back on ver. 14 and ask, whether the expression there, on the 
other side, is not still stronger. The truth is, in a contrast like this, 
where the mind of the writer is wrought up toa high pitch of feeling, 
the mere forms of expression cannot in themselves go very far toward 
establishing any principle of doctrine, It is to the object at which the 
writer is aiming, that we must look ; and this object has been already 
brought to view. But if any one insists on urging the form of expres- 
sion, I must ask him first to construe ver. 14 by the rule which he 
himself here adopts; and then to compare Mark vi. 20, John v. 35. 
Matt. xiii. 20, John ii, 23—25. Acts viii. 13, comp. vs. 20—23. 
Isa. lviii. 2, where it is said of the wicked, that “ they delight to know 
my ways,” and “they take delight in approaching to God.” Comp. 
also 1 Kings xxi, 27—29. 1John iii. 9, Ps, exix. 3. Many other 
passages of the like tenor could be adduced, in order to shew that a 
qualified sense is to be put on such expressions, Above all, John xv. 
22—24, Matt, vi. 24. Luke xvi. 13 and xiv. 26, shew that very strong 
expressions of this kind are to be modified according to the nature of 
the case which is under consideration. 

With such examples before us, and with the whole context (at least 
so it plainly appears to me) to remind us of the necessity of taking 
συνήδομαι in a qualified sense, 1 cannot hesitate to say, that ver. 22 
only expresses in a more intense form and with more feeling, what 
is simply expressed in ver. 16, σύμφημι τῷ νόμῳ. The approbation, 
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complacency (so to speak), which reason and. conscience yield to the 
Shieaier ea ον δ wots 60s ne ee 
is strongly expressed, indeed; but not more so, than in | 

Das Go sade $ nacre hae 
there can be no disagreement. In fact, the very next 

the apostle cannot here be understood to mean the pleasure 
regenerate and filial spirit takes in the divine law; for 

1—17 most clearly shews, would lead the a 

to “walk after the Spirit,” and not “after the flesh ;” while 
very individual who “delights in the law of God 
δα Πλήν. vast Saioe τι ἂρ ἀνα Ce 
and death, and Jed to destruction by it. [5 this the real state of a child 
of God? Comp. viii, 9—14. “τῷ 

(28) Βλέπω δὲ... μου, but I perceive another law poten 
warring against the law of my mind. Aé adversative or 
i.e. notwithstanding my reason and conscience strongly approve of the 
divine law, yet I do not obey it; for there is another law directly 
opposed to it, viz. the law dictated by my carnal passions and desires. 
—Mé\eor as in ver. 5, This law not only wars against the law of the 
inner man, but actually overcomes it ;—alypadwrifovré HE see μου, 
lit. making me a captive to the law of sin which is in my 
reducing me to entire subjection unto, placing me altogether at the 
disposal of, the law of sin or carnal self. Captives taken in war were put 
to death, kept as slaves, or sold as slaves, at the pleasure of the victor. 
‘The meaning therefore is, that the law of sin had entire rule or control, 
notwithstanding the inner man decided against it. Hester ts! 
the habitual state of any real Christian? 

(24) Ταλαίπωρος .,.. τούτου, Wretched man that I am! Who shal 
deliver me from the body which occasions this death or condemnation ? 
No wonder that the sinner, whose conscience has been awakened by the 
law of God, and who has been brought by bitter experience to see, that 
all which reason and conscience do for him, proves ineffectual as to the 
actual control of his lusts and passions — no wonder that he should be 
constrained, in view of the dreadful condemnation which seems to await 
him, to exclaim, “ Wretched man that I am!” Well may he express a 
wish, too, for deliverance from the predominating power of his bodily 
carnal lusts and inclinations; which, in spite of all the remonstrances 
that his awakened conscience makes, continue to expose him to the curse 
of the divine law, yea, to its aggravated penalty. thine 

Τοῦ σώματος τοῦ θανάτον τοῦτον is construed by some, as equivalent 
to σῶμα θνητόν, i. ©, frail, dying body. ‘The sentiment would then be + 
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*O that I might die, or be liberated from this mortal body!’ This 
would, in the connexion here presented, be the language of despair; 
like that of Job when in deep distress, iii. 3—11. x.18. But, although 
this is a possible sense, it does not seem to be a probable one; as the 
comparison of it with chap, viii. 2 shews. Σῶμα I understand here (so 
not unfrequently elsewhere) as equivalent to σάρξ, i, 6. as designating 
the seat of the carnal and sinful principle. In such a sense σάρξ stands 
opposed to πνεῦμα, in John iii. 6. Rom. viii. 9,5,6. Θανάτου is the 
Genitive of effect, as grammarians say, ise. itis a Genitive which marks 
or designates the effect produced by oda" and this latter word designates 
the agent, viz. the carnal principle in natural men, which leads to death 
or condemnation ; comp. viii. 6. 

(25) Εὐχαριστῶ .... ἡμῶν, I thank God, through Jesus Christ our 
Lord, viz. that there is deliverance; an exclamation from sympathy 
for the guilty and wretched sufferer, who had just been described. It 
should be read as in a parenthesis ; for to parenthesis it clearly belongs, 
inasmuch as it breaks in altogether upon the thread of discourse, and is 
simply an anticipation of what is about to follow in chap. viii. 

“Apa oby.... ἁμαρτίας, wherefore I the same person serve with the 
mind the law of God, but with the flesh the law of sin. A summary of 
the whole preceding representation, as ἄρα οὖν denotes, in respect to the 
contest which he had been describing. The sum of all is: ‘ While my 
mind, i.e. reason and conscience, takes part with the law of God and 
approves its sanctions, my carnal part obtains the predominance, and 
brings me into a state of condemnation and ruin.’ Αὐτὸς ἐγώ, the 
same ἐγώ, i.e, I the same person have two minds or inclinations in 
me, &c. 

But what follows from all this? Just what the writer set out to 
prove, viz. (1) That the law of God, which has reason and conscience 
on its side, is not to be accused as being the efficient cause of sin; but 
that the indulgence of the sinner’s own evil passions is the direct cause 
of his guilt and misery. (2) That the law, with all its holiness and 
justice and goodness, and even with reason and conscience on its side, is 
unable to control the person who is yet under it and is destitute of the 
grace of the gospel. From all this, follows the grand deduction which 
the apostle intends to make, viz. that we must be “under grace,” in 
order to subdue our sinful passions and desires. In other words: 
“Christ is our ἁγιασμός, as well as our δικαιοσύνη." 


And now, at the close of this whole representation we may well ask: What 
stronger proof could the apostle produce, than that which he has brought for- 
ward, in order to shew that the law is ineffectual as the means of subduing the 
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power of sin and of sanctifying sinners? ‘The law with all its terrors and strict- 
hess, even when reason and conscience are on its side, cannot deliver ἐκ τοῦ 
σώματος τοῦ θανάτου τούτου. On the inten is ται eae 
Seabees ths μόρον; gail bikog κὰκ. ἡ ἢ, bees his passions are 
by them to more vehement opposition. Dos Sate 
torily establish the assertion in ver. δ, rd παθήματα τῶν 
νόμουϊ recplondinrsbewishicte elem fe του τ 
this nice and difficult discussion conducted! The law stands fully vindicated. 
Even the sinner himself, who abuses it to his own aggravated guilt and ruin, is 
obliged to concede that it is holy and just and good. st ith il te exallenee 
and glory, with all its promises and threatenings, it never did and never can 
redeem one soul from death, nor “ hide a multitude of sins.” Christ is, after 
all, our only, our all-sufficient Saviour; his is “the only pa ee 
heaven among men whereby we can be saved." He is “ our 
justification, our sanctification, and our redemption.” il es eee a 
‘the vain and selfish hopes of the legalist? ‘The apostle has scattered them to 
the winds, and shewed: that ‘no men’ can come unto the Mather; except by 
the Son.’ 

‘That there is after all, help for the poor perishing sinner, the apostle next 
proceeds to shew. What the law could not accomplish, Christ has effected. 
‘That control over the carnal passions and desires, which no legal penalties and 
no remonstrances of reason and conscience would give to him, the grace of the 
Holy Spirit, given through the gospel, docs impart. No longer does he live to 
the flesh; no more does sin have an habitual and supreme control over him. 
Such is the happy state to which the perishing sinner comes, by being 
ὑπὸ χάριν' and this, he has abundant assurance, will be a permanent his 
© grace will be crowned with glory.’ Such is the theme of the next chapter; 
but before we proceed to the consideration of it, it will be proper to take, in this 


CHAP. VIII. 1—11. 
In the 7—25), the apostle has illustrated and enforced 
ἐποροδδσα me AE day wile fork cated pe eae ual = 
or 


present chapter its the antithesis of all this. It is a 
vii, 6, or at Jeast an it and illustration of the sentiment einen ee xed, 
ee τ τς ‘is of ver. δ; so here, viii, 1—11 is the is of 
vili, 726, “ 
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(1) “Apa νῦν, now then, i.e. now agreeably to this. “Apa is usually 
ative, but not always. It is so here, at least in part. But it does not 
stand connected with the next preceding sentence, ‘The reader must go 
back beyond the illustration in vii. 7—25, to vii. 6 and vii. 4, in order 
to find the connexion of the dpa νῦν here. The course of the sentiment 
is thus: ‘Since ye have been absolved from your legal state. i.e. since 
ye have quit your hope of being sanctified and saved by the law, and 
have become united to Christ, in order that you may bring forth fruit 
unto God and serve him in newness of spirit, there is no condemnation 
to you in your present state.’ This of course implies, that there 
would have been condemnation to them, had they remained under the 
law. 

Οὐδὲν .... κατάκριμα here means, of course, no condemnation which 
is to be carried into execution, no penalty actually to be inflicted. The 
gospel condemns all sin cither in believers or others, with even more 
strictness than the law (see Matt. v.); but under it, a way of pardon 
is provided, by which the condemned may obtain remission of the penalty 
that they have incurred. 

‘The reason why the apostle here mentions the subject of condemna- 
tion, is, because he had just called the attention of the reader to it, by 
the exclamation: Tic pe ῥύσεται ἐκ τοῦ σώματος τυῦ θανάτου τούτου; 
Besides, sin and condemnation are inseparably connected ; and hence 
it is, that in ver. 2 the apostle speaks of “deliverance from sin and 
death,” by the power and grace of the gospel. ‘The subject of death 
or condemnation is, however, merely secondary here; for chaps. i—v. 
fully treat of this, It is sanctification, and not justification, which, as 
has been repeatedly remarked, is the main subject of discussion here. 
This is made quite plain, by vs. 3, seq. 

Τοῖς ἐν Χριστῷ Ἰησυῦ, i.e. to those who are truly and spiritually 
united to Christ; comp. 2 Cor. v.17. Rom. xvi. 7—11. Phil. i. 1. 
Erasmus rightly : Qui in Christo insiti sunt. The ground of this idiom, 
is the spiritual union which exists between the Head of the church and 
its members ; comp, Eph. v.30. 1 Cor, vi. 15. xii. 27, Eph, iv. 15,16, 
John xvii. 11,21, 23. xiv. 20. 1 Johniv. 13. iii. 24. 

Μὴ κατὰ .... πνεῦμα, is marked by Knapp as spurious, and is 
omitted by Mill, Semler, Bengel, and Griesbach. Many critics regard 
it as being spurious. | It is omitted in manuscripts C. D. Ε΄ G.; also 
in many versions and fathers. Only the last clause, however, i. 6. ἀλλὰ 
κατὰ πγεῦμα, is omitted in manuscripts A. B.; also in the Vulgate, 
Syriac, and Armenian versions; likewise in Basil, Chrysostom, and 
many of the fathers. Itis a matter of little or no importance whether 
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the words are received or rejected, either in whole or in part, so far as the 
sense of the whole passage is concerned. Besides, the very same 
occur again in ver, 4; which is the reason why many 
posed that they are not genuine here. But this argument cannot be of 
much weight ; or if it is, then we may as well prove the spuriousness of 


__ ver. 4 by assuming that it is a mere repetition of this, as the spurious- 


ness of this by assuming it to be a repetition of ver.4. On the whole 
it is quite clear, that there exists in the connexion of the discourse here, 
no imperious reason for rejecting the clause in question. Only the 
external evidence makes the genuineness of it doubtful. 

Ifthe clause be retained, the sense of it iss «Who ἄν ον ΠΡ ΤΡ 
a manner as to gratify the desires of the flesh, but walk in such a man- 
ner as accords with the desires which the Spirit imparts.’ The whole 
clause is to be regarded as an epexegesis, added in order to characterize 
those who are in Christ Jesus. ' 

(2) Ὁ νόμος τοῦ πνεύματος, κιτι A. The word νόμος here will be 
best understood by referring back to vii. 21, 28,25, where, in νόμον, 
ἕτερον νόμον, and νόμῳ ἁμαρτίας, the word means dictate (as we say), 
dominatio, jusium, praceptum. As νόμος ἁμαρτίας means, dictate of 
sin, 80 νόμος πνεύματος (the opposite of νόμος ἁμαρτίας) must mean, 
dictate of the Spirit, i.e. inclination resulting from the influences of 
the Spirits. 

Tivebuarog τῆς ζωῆς ἐν Χριστῷ Ἰησοῦ, of the: Spirit of life tal Chetet 
Jesus, i.e. of the Spirit which imparts true, quickening, Christian influence, 
or a Christian disposition; comp. as to the influences of the Spirit, ~ 
ys. 9, 11 below; also 1 Cor. ii. 10,12. xii. 4,7, 11. 2 Cor. xiii. 13. That 
something different from the natural powers or the natural conscience of 
men, is meant, seems to be quite plain, from comparing the antithesis 
here with what is asserted of the natural conscience in vii. 15—25. In 
this latter passage, we see how inefficacious natural conscience is, to 
control the passions and to free the sinner from the condemning sentence 
of God’s holy law. I take ζωῆς to be abstract for concrete, i.e. a noun 
designating quality and holding the place of an adjective; the meaning 
of which is life-giving, quickening. Ἔν Χριστῷ Ἰησοῦ means the same 
as in ver. 1. The sentiment then is this: ‘The dictate of, or the incli- 
nation imparted by, the Spirit, who quickens those that once were 
dead in trespasses and sins, and who are now united in a spiritual man- 
ner to Christ.’ 

‘This influence of the Spirit, Paul goes on to say, frees them from the 
law of sin and death. Here (as this is the antithesis of the former 
clause of the verse) the law of sin and death means, the dictate [jussum 
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or impetus] of sin which leads to death or condemnation. The apostle 
does not mean to say, that Christians who are under the influences of 
‘the Spirit of life in Christ Jesus,’ are perfectly sinless; but that they 
are freed from the predominating power of sinful inclinations, such as is 
described in the preceding chapter, vs. 7—25, and such as subjects them 
to the penalty of the divine law. More than this need not be attached 
to his words; and more than this cannot be properly attached to them, 
when the antithesis in the preceding chapter is taken into the account, or 
when facts themselves are regarded. 

(8) Τὸ γὰρ ἀδύνατον τοῦ νόμου, for that which the law could not effect, 
or that which was impossible for the law, viz. that which the law of works 
could not effect or accomplish, Γάρ is prefixed to a clause, introduced 
for the sake of illustration or confirmation. 

"Ey ᾧ ἠσθένει διὰ τῆς σαρκός, because it was weak through the flesh, 
i.e. because, through the strength of our carnal inclinations and desires, 
it was unable to regulate our lives so that we should be perfect or entirely 
free from sin; comp. vii. 14—25, Σάρξ here, as often elsewhere, 
designates carnal appetites or inclinations. 

What the law of works could not effect, ὁ θεὸς . ++ ἁμαρτίας, God 
sending his own Son in the likeness of our sinful flesh, i.e. God, sending 
his Son, clothed with a body like that of corrupt and sinful men, i.e. 
with a fleshly or corporeal nature like to theirs, [did accomplish]; comp. 
John i, 14, Heb, ii. 14,17. Phil. ii. 7. 1 Johniv, 2,3. 1 Tim. iii. 16. 
The phrase ἐν ὁμοιώματι does not mean, as the Docete construed it, 
merely an apparent likeness of human nature, and not a real one, 
‘That Jesus possessed a nature really and truly like our own, is esta- 
blished beyond all doubt by the passages above quoted, and others of 
the like tenor. Equally certain is it, that although he took on him the 
likeness of sinful flesh, yet he did not on that account become a sinner ; 
see Heb. iv.15. 2Cor. v.21. Heb. vii.26. The amount therefore 
of the expression before us, is, that Christ participated in our fleshly 
nature, that he took on him such a physical nature as sinful men 


possess, 

Καὶ περὶ ἁμαρτίας, i. 6. καὶ προσφορᾷ περὶ ἁμαρτίας, and by an offering 
for sin, Αμαρτία itself, in Hebrew-Greek, often corresponds to ANI, 
sin-offering. The phrase περὶ ἁμαρτίας appears here to be elliptical ; 
the full form would be (as above) προσφορᾷ περὶ ἁμαρτίας, by an offering 
for sin, But the elliptical phrase περὶ ἁμαρτίας, is frequently used 
instead of the entire one; comp. Heb. x. 18, with x. 8, 6, Lev. iv. 3. 
Numb. viii. 8. Ps. xxix. 6 (Sept.). There can be no serious difficulty 
in regard to such an ellipsis. Moreover, that ἁμαρτία alone is some- 
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times used for sin-offering (NWI), scems to be quite probable from 
2 Cor. v. 21, ἁμαρτίαν ἐποίησε" also Heb. 1x. 28, χωρὶς ἁμαρτίας. 

Κατέκρινε .... σαρκί, condemned sin in the flesh; i.e. condemned the 
sin which fleshly appetites occasion, condemned our carnal appetites and 
desires. The word xaréxptve has occasioned much difficulty among 
critics. The reason why it is employed here, seems to be, that the 
writer had just used κατάκριμα in ver. 1. The antithesis stands thus: 
‘There is now no κατάκριμα for Christians; but there is a κατάκριμα of 
their carnal appetites and desires ;’ i.e. Christians are delivered from 
the penalty of death, but their sinful lusts are condemned to death or 
slain, in consequence of the provision made by Jesus Christ for their 
deliverance. This antithesis seems to have escaped the notice of most 
commentators; and thus much perplexity has attended the exegesis of 
κατέκρινε. As to sin’s being put to death, condemned, or punished in 
Christians ; comp. chap. vi. 2—11, where the meaning of the writer is, 
not that sinners are punished by inflicting on them the penalty ofthe 
law, but that the carnal mind is, by the grace of the gospel, mortified, 
subdued, crucified, and as it were put to death. This bears upon the 
point in question, and makes all plain. For what is the consequence of 
the κατέκρινε ἁμαρτίαν here? Plainly, that Christians yield obedience 
to the divine precepts; ἵνα ro δικαέωμα, x.7.d., ver.4. As plainly, 
this is the direct consequence of their carnal affections being put to death, 
i.e. 88 it were, taken off by capital sentence or κατάκριμα, if I may so 
express it. All this is effected by the sin-offering of Christ, who came 
to save his people from the power as well as the penalty of sin. 

In looking back upon this verse, the reader will see that the first 
clause of it has no proper grammatical sequel, as there is no verb to 
govern ro ἀδύνατον, nor any to which it can be the subject or Nominative 
case. I take this to be one of those cases of anacoluthon in construction, 
in which the [Acc.] case absolute is employed; comp. Luke xxi. 6. 
2 Cor. xii. 17. The shape of the sentence would seem to be thus: 
* What the law could not do.... God condemned sin, sending his own 
Son,’ &c.; i.e. what the law could not do, God [did; for] sending his 
own Son, he condemned sin, &c. If the Greek were filled out, it should 
probably be done in this manner: To yap ἀδύνατον .... τῆς σαρκὸς, ὁ θεὸς 
[éroince’] τὸν [γὰρ] ἑαυτοῦ νἱὸν, κι τ. A. See Winer, Gramm. ὃ 64. d. 

(4) Τὸ δικαίωμα τον νόμον, the precept of the law. So in the Sep- 
tuagint it is used to translate Pi, WBWH, and TTND. Πληρωθῇ ἐν 
ἡμῖν, might be accomplished or done by us; viz. that we might be obe- 
dient, we who are no longer devoted to the lusts of the flesh, but are 
influenced and guided by the Spirit. 
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Here, then, we have a view of the end which is accomplished by the 
death of Christ; not only the end, but one great end, viz. the sancti- 
fication of believers, This is one of those passages, which shews the 
whole drift of the discourse in chap. vii, and’ viii, 1=11. Ἔν ἡμῖν 
may be rendered by us, or in us. In the latter case it would designate 
the internal spiritual influence of the death of Christ upon believers, 
inasmuch as it causes a conformity of spirit or heart to him. 

(5) Oi'ydp.... φρονοῦσιν, for they who are in a carnal state, have 
regard to carnal things. Τρ illustrantis. 

Οἱ δὲν... πνεύματος, but they who are in a spiritual state, have 
regard to spiritual things, Comp. vs. 2 and 9—11. 

(6) Td yap .... θάνατος, for the carnal mind is death. Tép illus- 
trantis again, where we might naturally expect dé. However, I take 
ver. 6 to be coordinate with ver. 5, and the ydp here to indicate an 
illustration of what is said in ver.4. The connexion seems to be thus; 
* The precepts of the law are obeyed by those who walk not after the 
flesh, but after the Spirit; but carnal men will not give heed to spiritual 
things, and their pursuits lead to death ; while the spiritual mind, i.e. a 
mind conformed to the dictates of the Spirit, stands connected with life 
and peace ; or life and peace, i. e. eternal happiness, are the consequence 
or fruits of it.’ This is not direct confirmation of what is asserted in 
ver. 4, but is an illustration of the condition there described, by 
shewing: its connexions and results, and also those of the opposite 
condition, 

(7) Next follows the ground or reason why this is and will be so. 
Διότε .... εἰς θεόν, because the carnal mind is enmity toward God, 
i.e. is inimical to God, or (in plain terms) hates him, dislikes his pre- 
cepts, his character, and his ways. So the sequel, τῷ γὰρ, x.r.A. The 
abstract noun ἔχθρα, is here used for the adjective ἐχθρά (with accent 
onthe ultimate), inimical, unfriendly. The proof that the sentiment 
just uttered is correct, follows in the next clause. 

Τῷ yap .... δύναται, for it is not subject to the law of God, nor indeed 
can be ; . 6. it does not obey the precepts of God’s law, nor can it obey 
them. The very nature of a carnal mind, is to gratify carnal and sinful 
desires, viz. those desires which the law of God prohibits. Of course, 
this mind or disposition, just so far as it prevails, leads to the very 
opposite of subjection to God's law, i. 6. leads to disobedience. From 
its very nature, this cannot be otherwise, 

The first γάρ here, in rp γὰρ νόμῳ, is γάρ illustrantis vel confirmantis, 
i.e. it stands before a clause designed to illustrate and confirm the pre- 
ceding declaration. If the carnal mind does not subject itself to the law 
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of God, then it must be enmity to him ; for his law is merely an expres- 
sion of his will and character. A want of subjection, then, to this law, 
is a plain indication that the carnal mind dislikes it, i.e. hates it, But 
why? The fact is plainly asserted; and the fact, as plainly, is evidence 
of what had been before asserted. But how shall the fact be accounted 
for, viz. the fact that it is not subject to the law of God? The apostle 
gives the ground of it: οὐδὲ yap δύναται, i.e, οὐδὲ γὰρ δύναται ὑποτάσσε- 
σθαι, k.r.d. Here then is a passage, on which the advocates of meta- 
physical reasoning with respect to ability in men have speculated, and 
about which they have disputed, not a little. What is the cannot? 
One answers: It is a will not; another, that it is to be literally under- 
stood, without any abatement. So Luther, de Servo Arbitrio; and so 
many others. That the phrase stands in the way of Pelagianism, and 
indeed of all unqualified assertions of ability in the carnal man; at least, 
that it may be easily and naturally so construed ; it is not difficult to 
see. After all, however, nothing can be farther from correct principles 
of interpretation, than to suppose that the apostle had here any reference 
in his own mind to the psychological metaphysics of the present day. 
* What the natural and physiological powers of the sinner are, is not here 
the subject of discussion. Thus much the writer appears to say, and 
no more, viz. that the φρόνημα σαρκός is not subject to God’s law, and 
cannot be subject to it. And is not this plainly and obviously true? 
So far as φρόνημα σαρκός goes, it is directly the opposite of subjection 
in its very nature. “ How,” says Augustine (and much to the point), 
“can snow be warmed? For when it is melted and becomes warm, it 
is no longer snow.” And so it is with the carnal mind. Just so long 
as it exists, and in just such proportion as it exists, it is and will be 
enmity against God, and disobey his law. But whether the sinner who 
cherishes this φρόνημα σαρκός, is not actuated by other principles also, 
and urged by other motives, and possessed of ability to turn from his 
evil ways—ability arising from other sourees—does not seem to be 
satisfactorily determined by this expression. So much, hoy does 
seem to be decided by it, viz. that so long as this φρόνημα the 
predominant principle within him, so long he will continually disobey 
the law of God. Such a disposition is in itself utterly incompatible with 
obedience. 4 

(8) Οἱ δὲ .... δύνανται, those then who are in the flesh, cannot please 
God. The particle δέ creates a difficulty here. It seems to be employed 
in a sense analogous to that of γάρ or οὖν. One use of it is, to intro~ 
duce clauses continuative of the narrative or reasoning, which clauses are 
at the same time explicatice, either by adding some circumstance, or by 
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resuming a declaration before made, but now stated in somewhat differ- 
ent terms, &c.; comp, δέ in Rom. viii, 28. Mark xvi. 8. Acts xxiii. 13. 
Rom. iii. 22, 1 Cor. x. 11. xv. 56. Jamesii. 15. So here, of δὲ ἐν 
σαρκὶ, κι τι λ, is resuming the sentiment contained in τὸ φρόνημα τῆς 
σαρκὸς ἔχθρα, κι τ. ΧΑ, and repeating it in another form. Moreover, this 
latter form has special reference to vii. 5, 18. 

But who are those that are ἐν capxi? They are those,“ who are not 
led by the Spirit of God,” comp. vs. 9, 18, 14; who follow fleshly desires 
and appetites. In other words, all men who are not regenerated or 
sanctified, who are in a natural state, are ἐν σαρκί, carnal, and therefore 
are influenced and guided by their carnal desires and affections; comp. 
John iii. 6. 1 Cor. ii. 14. Eph. ii. 1—3, Col. ii. 18, Consequently, as 
may well be supposed, θεῷ ἀρέσαι ob δύνανται, they cannot please God ; 
i.e. while they live in such a state, and are led on by such carnal 
desires, they can do nothing which is pleasing to God. ‘The ob δύνανται 
here is to be understood in the same way as the οὗ δύνανται in the pre- 
ceding verse. 

(9) The opposite character is now brought into view, in order to 
render the sentiment more striking. Ὑμεῖς δὲ ὑμῖν, but you are not 
in the flesh, but in the Spirit, provided the Spirit of God dwells in you. 
The δέ here is distinctive. If the Spirit of God dwells in any one, he 
cannot be in a carnal state; for the Spirit dwells in and guides only 
those, who are the sons of God (ver. 14), and therefore his friends, ver. 17. 
Such cannot be at enmity with God. 

‘The πνεῦμα θεοῦ which is here mentioned, is the same as that to which 
the writer has all along referred. In the next verse it is called πνεῦμα 
Χριστοῦ. ΑΒ to the dwelling of the Spirit in Christians, comp. 1 Cor. 
iii. 16,17. vi. 19. 2Cor.vi.16; and with these texts comp. John 
xvii. 23. xiv, 283—26, 

Πνεῦμα Χριστοῦ is the Spirit which Christ imparts, or the Spirit which 
makes us like to Christ. Either sense is good here. The first is per- 
haps the more probable meaning ; at least a comparison with John xiv. 
15—18, 26, xv. 26, would seem to render it so. It is remarkable that 
in this short paragraph (vs.9—11), πνεῦμα Χριστοῦ, Xprordc,and τὸ πνεῦμα 
τοῦ ἐγείραντος Ἰησοῦν (i.e. πνεῦμα θεοῦ πατρός), should be exchanged 
for each other, and plainly stand for one and the same thing. Is not this 
evidence, that the apostle saw and felt no inconsistency in speaking of 
Christ, and of the Spirit of God or of Christ, as in some respects distinct, 
and yet in others, as constituting a unity of nature? There seems to 
me to be an entire simplicity in the mode in which Paul has treated this 
subject; a subject which has unhappily been made so complex and 
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intricate, by the subtilties of the schools. The simple facts, that Christ 
and the Spirit are divine, are one in nature with God, and yet in some 
respect distinct from the Father, seem to be the basis of the apostle’s 
language here and elsewhere; while all speculation on the subject, all 
attempts to make out nice distinctions or metaphysical definitions, are 
entirely neglected. Whenever the time shall come, that Christians 
are content with simple facts relative to this great subject, much 
that has proved to be injurious to the prosperity of religion, will be 
done away. 

Οὐκ ἔχει, possesseth not; i.e. if the Spirit of Christ does not habi- 
tually dwell in and influence any one.—Ovtd« ἔστιν αὐτοῦ, he is not his, 
i.e. he is no Christian, he is not ἃ true disciple or follower of Christ. 
The δέ at the beginning of the clause is continuative, and should be 
translated sow. 

(10) El δὲ Χριστὸς ἐν ὑμῖν, but if Christ be in you, i.e. if he dwell in 
you by his Spirit, if ye have the Spirit of Christ, if ye are habitually 
influenced by him in your lives and conversation. The δέ here is 
adversative. 

To μὲν σῶμα .... δικαιοσύνη, the body indeed ἐς mortified on account 
of sin, but the spirit lives on account of righteousness; a passage about 
which (including ver. 11) critics have been greatly divided. There are 
three methods in which it has been interpreted ; each of which must be 
briefly noticed. 

(a) Νεκρόν means spiritually dead, (as often elsewhere); and the 
general sentiment will then be: ‘ If the Spirit of Christ dwell in you, 
then, although your bodies (i.e. you) are spiritually dead, that is, are 
still the seat of diverse carnal affections and lusts (ver. 10), yet you shall 
spiritually live; for the Spirit of him who raised up Jesus from the dead 
will subdue these forbidden affections and desires, and gradually make 
you entirely conformed to his will, ver. 11.’ To this effect, Chrysostom, 
Erasmus, Piscator, Locke, C. Schmid, and others. 

The objection made to this exegesis is, that in ver. 11 the apostle 
speaks of the quickening of those bodies which are θνητά, mortal, frail, 
dying ; an epithet that seems to-be given to our frail, physical body as 
such, and not given to it merely as the corrupt seat of lusts. As it does 
not appear that θνητός of itself ever has the same figurative sense which 
νεκρός often has, i.e. morally dead or corrupt ; 80 one might be prone 
to conclude, that ζωοποιήσει in this case does not indicate the spiritual 
vivification which the exegesis already mentioned assigns to it, but 
rather the restoration of the body to life at the period of the resurrection. 
I shall take further notice of this exegesis in the sequel. 
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(b) Another class of intetpreters explain thus: ‘The body is dead in 
respect to sin, i, 6. sin has no more power to excite its evil appetites and 
desires. , The soul has, moreover, the principle of spiritual life; and he 
who raised up Jesus will also give to your bodies [viz. at the resurrec- 
tion], a new principle of spiritual life or animation.’ So for substance, 
Origen, Theodoret, Clarins, Grotius, Raphel, Taylor, Melanchthon, Bucer, 
and others, 

‘The objection to this is, that it renders it necessary to construe διά 
before the Accusative as meaning in respect to, in reference to. More- 
over it destroys the antithesis in ver. 10. It renders quite insipid, also, 
the antithesis between σῶμα νεκρόν in ver. 10, and ζωοποιήσει τὰ θνητά 
σώματα in ver. 11. 

(c) Another method of interpreting the phrase in question is this: 
‘The body must die [physically] becanse of sin} but the spiritual 
part lives; and even the body itself will be made to live at:the period 
of the resurrection ; i.e. it will be raised up and become like Christ's 
own glorious body.’ So Tholuck, Flatt, Calvin, Augustine; Beza, and 
others. 

Understood in this way, the passage may be regarded as designed 
to foreclose an objection which might arise in the mind of some 
reader, who might ask: ‘Are all the consequences of sin, then, re- 
moved by the death of Christ?’ To this the apostle may be viewed 
as replying, in the verses before us: * No, not absolutely and entirely 
all. Natural death still remains. But a glorious resurrection will follow 
this ; so that in the end, all its consequences will be done away.’ 

‘The view which I entertain of the passage, agrees substantially with 
the first of the above interpretations. I understand σῶμα νεκρόν in 
ver. 10, as not indicating [physical] death; nor yet as meaning death 
in the sense of being dead in trespasses and sins, i.e. destitute of 
spiritual life, or in a state of death or condemnation. I take it to be 
used in the same sense as θάνατος in vi.4,5; a8 expressing an idea 
exactly kindred with συνεσταυρώθη and καταργηθῇ τὸ σῶμα τῆς ἁμαρτίας, 
in vi. 6; the same with ἀποθανών in vi. 7 ; ἀπεθάνομεν in vie 8; and 
vexpove in vi. 11. That the writer did connect viii. 10, 11, in his own 
mind, with vi. 4—18, appears quite plain from his diction and general 
course of thought. In vi, 12 he calls the body θνητόν, just as in viii. 11; 
and in the former passage he evidently means to designate by it, a cor- 
poreal, material, perishable body ; which is also the sense, for substance, 
in viii. 11. 

But all the words above mentioned, in chap. vi., serve merely to cha- 
racterize what we call the mortification [the putting to death] of the body, 
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1.6. the subduing and mortifying our carnal desires and affections, 
which are cherished by, or originate from, the body. I understand 
νεκρόν in Vili. 10 (as I do νεκρούς in vi. 11), to designate this state or 
condition, viz. a state in which the old man ἐδ crucified, in which the 
carnal desires of the body are mortified and subdued. This exegesis 
has, at least, analogy on its side. 

Thus interpreted, the sentiment of the whole passage would run 
thus: ‘If the Spirit of Christ dwells in any one, his body is indeed 
dead on account of sin, i. e. the old man is crucified, or he undergoes 
mortification as to his bodily sinful appetites ; but his spirst is rendered 
happy on account of righteousness, i.e. because of conformity to the 
requisitions of the gospel. Yea, if the Spirit of him who raised up 
Jesus from the dead, dwells in any man, that same Spirit will quicken, 
i. 6. impart life to, his mortal body ;’ in other words, he will not suffer 
it to remain a mere σῶμα νεκρόν, but make it an instrument of nighteous- 
ness (vi. 12, 18, 19), and give it a power of being subservient to the 
glory of God. 

By degrees, the Christian ‘‘ brings under his body,” and keeps it in 
subjection. At first it is, as it were, crucifying the old man; but in the 
sequel, the grace of God makes conquest easy and even delightful. It 
is such a quickening of our bodies, a converting of them into “ instru- 
ments of righteousness,” to which the apostle seems to me here to refer. 
One circumstance appears to be conclusive, in regard to this exegesis ; 
which is, that the apostle here describes the Spirit which “ quickens the 
bodies” of Christians, as being the Spirit which dwells in them, ἐνοικοῦν 
ἐν ὑμῖν. Where is the resurrection at the last day, of our physical 
bodies, attributed to the sanctifying Spirit in believers?. Very different 
is the statement in Col. ii. 12,18. Eph. i. 19, 20. 1i.5,6. Rom. vi. 4. 
It is, then, the Spirit who dwells in believers, that is to quicken them, 
in the sense which is here meant; and what can this be, except the one 
designated in vi. 12, 18, 19? 

The body is often the occasion of sin and sorrow, it is a σῶμα θανάτου. 
It requires to be mortified, and crucified. But the Spirit of God, in 
believers, by degrees brings them to yield their members as instruments 
of righteousness. Then is the old man, the body of sin, dead; and the 
body itself, like the spirit, is guickened in the service of God. Ver. 13 
seems clearly to indicate that the present passage is to be thus under- 
stood; for there, rac πράξεις τοῦ σώματος θανατοῦτε appears plainly to 
convey the same meaning as σῶμα »έκρον. The object of the writer, as 1 
apprehend it, is to shew Christians, that although mortification and self- 
denial must be practised in order to subjugate carnal desires, yet even 
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here they may expect relief in due time. Victory repeated becomes 
easier. The enemy, often vanquished, becomes weaker. ‘The Spirit of 
Christ, in fine, brings the believer at last, fully and freely to dedicate all 
that he has and is to the service of his Lord and Master; so that no 
discouragement should be felt, because the way is at first rough and 
difficult. It is a path which conducts to life, 

(11) EL δὲ τὸ «νον ὑμῖν. The Spirit of him who raised up Jesus from 
the dead, is the Spirit of God the Father, or the Spirit of God; comp. 
ver. 9, also Col. ii, 12, 18. Eph. i. 19, 20. ii, 5,6. Rom. vi.4. Aéhere 
is a continuative ; εἰ δέ, if also, if moreover. Ζωοποιήσει, will give life 
to, will animate, i.e. will make them active instruments. Διὰ rd 
ἐνοικοῦν ..... ὑμῖν, i.e. the same Spirit who dwells in you, will enable 
you to quicken the θνητὸν σῶμα or σῶμα θανάτον, which now occasions 
so much pain and mortification, and to make it a willing instrument of 
righteousness. 
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In the preceding verses, the apostle has consummated his argument to prove that 
Chtitiand, who ane under pees axe the only persons who aan moh» adequate 
and ample, of living devoted to the service of God, and of renouncing sin and mor- 
tifying all their sinful desires. What those under the law could not do, God, send- 
ing his Son for a sin-offering, and pouring out his Spirit, and giving a filial and 
obedient temper of mind, hae scoomplished. The mind ia thos filled with desires of 
conformity to Christ, and even the body, the seat of carnal appetites and sinful 
desires, will be so quickened as to become an instrument of righteousness. 

‘And'what now fellows? Just that which we should expect from an apostle 10 
zealous of good works as Paul, and so gratefull for the blessings of redemption ; viz. 
an animated exhortation to live in a manner accordant with Christian obligation, 
and a view of the consequences which will ensue, from the believer's being united 
to Christ, 


(12) “Apa οὖν .... ζῇν, therefore, brethren, we are not under obliga- 
tion to the flesh, to live in a carnal manner ; i.e. since such a spirit 
given to us, and we have such privileges, we must not obey the lusts of 
the flesh. The manner of expression is what rhetoricians call λιτότης, 
i.e, where less is said than is meant. The writer means, that we are 
bound not to obey the dictates of carnal appetites and desires. 

(13) Εἰ yap... ἀποθνήσκειν, for if ye live in a carnal manner, ye 
shall die ; i.e. if ye live carnally, ye shall come under the penalty of the 
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divine law, which threatens death to the soul that sins. See on θάνατος, 
in chap. v. 12. 

Ei δὲ... ζήσεσθε, but if, through the Spirit, ye mortify the deeds of 
the body, ye shall live ; i.e. if, yielding to the influence of the Spirit 
which dwelleth in you, ye crucify the old man with his lusts, if you 
suppress those deeds to which your carnal affections would lead, then ye 
shall live, i.e. enjoy the spiritual blessedness which the gospel promises 
to the obedient. 

(14) The γάρ at the beginning of this verse, shews that what follows is 
in illustration or confirmation of the declaration just made. The apostle 
has just said, that those who mortify their sinful appetites and desires, 
shall live, i.e. shall enjoy the happiness which the gospel proffers. What 
is the proof of this? One convincing evidence is, that such persons are 
led by the Spirit of God; consequently they must be the children of 
God ; and if so, he will give them the portion which belongs to children, 
viz. the heavenly inheritance. Such is the course of thought that follows 
in the sequel of yap, and such the confirmation of the promise implied 
in ζήσεσθε. 

Ὅσοι yap .... θεοῦ, for so many as are led by the Spirit of God, they 
are the sons of God. That a special divine influence is here implied in 
ἅγονται, would seem to be plain; for if nothing but the simple means 
of moral suasion is employed in guiding the children of God, how do 
they differ from others, who enjoy the same means? If you say: ‘The 
difference is that the former obey the suasion, while the latter resist it ν᾽ 
I answer: The fact is true; but then it does not reach the point of diffi- 
culty. How comes the one to obey the suasion, and the other to resist 
it? What is the first occasion ofthis? If you say: ‘A corrupt nature 
leads the impenitent to resist ;’ then I ask: Had not the regenerate the 
like corrupt nature, before their change? What then was the efficient 
cause, why one obeys and the other disobeys? The passage before us 
ascribes it to the influence of the Spirit of God. That this influence is 
special, follows from the fact, that if we suppose it to be comnfon to all 
men, it would be difficult to account for it why all men are not converted. 
Since, however, the fact is that they are not, it would seem to follow that 
where they do become converted, the influence of the Spirit is special. 

Υἱοὶ θεοῦ, sons of God, a term of endearment; comp. Matt. v. 9, 45. 
Luke vi. 35. xx. 36. Rom. viii. 19. 2 Cor. vi. 18. Gal. iii. 26. iv. 6,7, ἢ 
et alib. comp. Hosea xi. 1. Exod. iv. 22, 23. 

(15) Ob yap .... εἰς φόβον, for ye have not received a servile spirit, 
that ye should again be afraid ; i.e. ye have not the spirit of slaves, who 
being in bondage, are fearing and trembling before the dreaded severity 
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of a master; in other words, ye are not, through fear of condemnation 
or death, all your life-time ἔνοχοι δουλείας, Heb. ii. 15. Dép illustrantis 
et confirmantis. 

᾿Αλλὰ. ««. ὃ πατήρ! but ye have received a filial spirit, by which we 
ery: Abba, Father! That is, instead of the timid, cowering spirit of 
slaves, who tremble before their masters, we are endowed with the spirit 
of children, so that we may approach God with affection and confidence. 
The word ᾿Αββᾶ is the Chaldee S28, sc. πατήρ! Augustine and 
Calvin think that the design of using both ᾿Αββᾶ and ὁ πατήρ here, is, 
to shew that both Jews and Greeks, each in their own respective lan- 
guage, would call on God as a Father. But the objection to this is, 
that the same idiom is exhibited in Mark xiv. 36 and Gal. iv. 6, where 
such a distinction is out of question; at any rate, in the first of these 
two cases it is out of question. If ὁ πατήρ here be designed for any 
thing more than a translation of ’AGa, we may suppose the repetition 
to be designed for expressing intensity of childlike feeling, for this 
naturally prompts to a repetition of the name of a parent, So Theodoret. 

(16) Aird τὸ πνεῦμα «.«« θεοῦ, this same Spirit testifies to our minds, 
that we are the children of God; i.e. (as many interpret the passage) 
this filial, confiding, affectionate spirit, imparted by the Spirit of God 
who dwells in us, affords satisfactory evidence to our minds that we are 
the children of God. Συμμαρτυρεῖ here may mean no more than the 
simple verb μαρτυρέω" for 50, beyond all doubt, συμμαρτυρέω is employed 
in Rom. ii. 15. ix.1,al. The sentiment of the passage thus construed, 
would be, that the affectionate spirit which the children of God possess, 
is an evidence to their minds of their standing in a filial relation to him. 
Τῷ πνεύματι ὑμῶν means, to our minds, animis nostris, On any ground 
of exegesis, this sense (for substance) is here to be attributed to this 
expression. 

‘There is, however, another method of interpreting this verse, which 
makes αὐτὸ τὸ πνεῦμα to mean the Spirit of God, the Spirit mentioned 
in vs. 9,14. This is certainly not an improbable exegesis ; and many 
distinguished interpreters have followed it. Very recently, Flatt and 
Tholuck have both defended it. 
| For a long time I was doubtful respecting this interpretation, and 
rather preferred the other. But repeated and attentive study of the 
whole passage in its connexion, has of late brought me to a pretty 
full persuasion that αὐτὸ τὸ πνεῦμα is the same as πγεῦμα θεοῦ in 
ver. 14. And if the question be urged, as it is natural that it should 
be ; ‘ How then does the Spirit bear witness to our minds or souls, 
that we are the children of God? The answer is, by imparting the 
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spirit of adoption or a filial spirit to us. It is this, then, which 
affords the evidence to our minds of being in a state of filéation, i. 6. 
of bearing the relation to God of spiritual children. And as this 
Spirit comes from the Spirit of God, so he may be said, in this case, 
to bear witness, because he is the author of that spirit, which affords 
the evidence of our filiation. Those who adopt the first method of 
interpretation, refer αὐτὸ ro πνεῦμα to the πνεῦμα νἱοθεσίας of the 
preceding clause; and compare this with vs. 26, 27, which they 
construe in the like way. 

That the world deny any such testimony in the hearts of believers, 
and that they look on it with scorn or treat it with derision, proves 
only that they are unacquainted with it; not that it is an ilu- 
sion. It was a sensible and true remark of the French philosopher, 
Hemsterhuys, in regard to certain sensations which he was discussing : 
“‘ Those who are so unhappy as never to have had such sensations, 
either through weakness of the natural organ, or because they have 
never cultivated them, will not comprehend me.” CEuvres, I. p. 208. 
Paul has, on another occasion, expressed himself relative to the 
point in question, with still more power: ‘ The natural man receiveth 
not the things of the Spirit of God, for they are foolishness to him,” 
1 Cor. ii. 14. 

(17) Ei δὲ τέκνα, x.7.d. 1.6. if we sustain the relation of sons, then 
shall we be treated as such, i.e. we shall be heirs. KAnpovdpor θεοῦ, 
heirs of God means, possessors of that inheritance which God bestows. 
Aé continuative. — Σνγκληρονόμοι Χριστοῦ, joint heirs with Christ ; 
i.e. as Christ endured sufferings and was advanced to glory, in 
like manner shall we also be advanced to glory. We shall be made 
like him, be united to him, be with him, in possession of the heavenly 
inheritance. For the manner in which Christ obtained this heritage, 
see and comp. Phil. ii. 8,9. Heb. ii. 9,10. v. 7—9; and for the 
comparison of believers to Christ, see 2 Tim. ii. 11, 12. Heb. xii. 2. 
Rev. iii. 21. John xvii. 22—24. These texts sufficiently explain the 
sequel of the verse, etwep, κοτι λ. 
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CHAP, VIII. 18—25. 


‘These verses constitute one of those passages, which the critics call loci vexatissimi. 
‘The general object of the passage, however, cannot fail to be evident to every con- 
siderate reader. In ver. 18 the apostle asserts, that the sufferings of the present life 
ere nol worthy of any ‘comparison with the glory which is to be revealed ; i.e. future glory 
is great beyond all comparison or expression, Such is the proposition to be illus 
trated or confirmed. But how is this effected? Τ answer, that the theme being 
thus introduced by the apostle, he proceeds in the following manner: ‘ Now that 
such a glory is yet to be revealed, (in other words, that there is a world of surpassing 
glory beyond the grave), the whole condition of things or rather of mankind, in the 
world, abundantly proves. Here a frail and perishable nature serves to 
shew, that no stable source of happiness can be found on earth. From the com- 
mencement of the world down to the present time, it has always been thus, In the 
midst of the sufferings and sorrows, to which their earthly existence exposes them, 
mankind naturally look forward to another and better world, where happiness without 
alloy and without end may be enjoyed. Even Christians themselves, joyful as their 
hopes should make them, find themselves still compelled by sufferings and sorrows 
to sigh and groan, and to expect ἃ state of real and permanent enjoyment only in 
heaven ; so that they can only say, for the present, that they are saved, because they 
hope or expect salvation in another and better world. The very fact that here they, 
like all others around them, are in a state of trial, and that they only hope for glory, 
shews that the present fruition of it is not to be expected. 
conclusion from all this the apostle now proceeds to draw, viz. ‘that 
Christians, in the midst of sufferings and trials, ought not to faint or to be discou- 
raged, inasmuch as a glory to be revealed is in prospect, which should make them 
regard their present temporary sufferings as altogether unworthy to be accounted of.’ 


(18) Λογίζομαι here means, J count, reckon, regard,{ estimate, The 
classical Greek writers employed this word rather in the sense of 
computing or reckoning, e.g. a sum of numbers, or of estimating a con- 
clusion drawn from premises by the act of reasoning. 

It is difficult, at first sight, to account for the γάρ here, which, in 
nearly every instance where it is employed, (if not always and 
necessarily,) has reference to a preceding sentiment, fact, &c. Here it 
seems to be merely a particle of transition. But, although I have 
translated it as such, viz. by our word moreover, yet this word does 
not express the full force and design of the Greek particle. The 
apostle had said, in the preceding verse: “ If we suffer with Christ, 
we shall also reign with him,” i.e. we shall be exalted with him to 
a state of happiness and glory. In reference to our suffering with 
Christ, he then goes on to say in ver. 18, 7 regard not the sufferings, δια. 
Now as this passage was evidently suggested to the mind of the writer, 
by the συμπάσχομεν in the preceding verse, so γάρ intimates such a 
connexion, Yet as the writer passes on, in ver. 18 seq., to a new turn 
of thought, and a commentary as it were on the words συμπάσχομεν and 
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συνδοξασθῶμεν in ver. 17, 80 γάρ in ver. 18, also indicates a transition to 
something which may more fully illustrate or explain these words. Tap 
explicantis sive illustrantis. 

That this particle, in itself, should necessarily denote a connexion 
with what precedes, and at the same time serve as a convenient particle 
of transition, shews well the nature of the Greek particles, and the 
exquisite relations of speech which they are employed to express. Our 
English word moreover, is a tolerable translation of yap when employed 
in this way, inasmuch ag it indicates that something had preceded, and 
also indicates transition. But the superior nature of the Greek γάρ is 
disclosed in this, viz. in indicating not simply that something had 
preceded, but that this was of such a nature that the sequel was designed 
to explain or illustrate it. 

Παθήματα τοῦ νῦν καιροῦ means suffering, such as Christians 
were then called to endure, or sufferings such as all men are exposed 
to endure, in the present life. The latter seems to be the preferable 
sense; because the reasoning of the apostle, in the context, has 
respect not to time then present only, but to the whole period of the 
present life down to its close, when a glorious reward succeeds a life of 
sorrow. 

The latitude in which the Genitive case is employed should be 
noted from the phrase before us. The sufferings of the present time 
surely does not mean, the sufferings which time endures as the subject 
of them, but those which Christians endure while they continue in 
the present world. The Genitive here, as often elsewhere, is the 
Genitivus temporis, i.e. it marks the time belonging to the noun 
which precedes it, the designation of which is intended to qualify 
that noun. 

Οὐκ ἄξια, non equiparanda sunt, are not to be put on a level, or 
are not to be reputed, not to be counted or regarded. The first seems 
rather the more apposite sense ; and then πρός, which follows in the 
construction, may be rendered in its usual sense, with. But if the 
second sense be preferred, viz. reputed, regarded, then πρός has the 
sense of compared with, in comparison of. So this preposition is some- 
times used; e.g. Ecclus. xxv. 19, Every evil is small πρὸς κακίαν 
γυναικός, compared with the malignity of a woman. Joseph. cont. 
Apion. II. 22, All matter is worthless πρὸς εἰκύνα τὴν τούτον, compared 
with the image of this [god]. 

The phrase τὴν μέλλουσαν δόξαν ἀποκαλυφθῆναι, is equivalent to 
ἀποκαλυφθησομένην. The Greek could use his regular future without 
a helping verb; or he could, as here, use the verb μέλλω and the 
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infinitive, instead of a regular future. The word δόξα, which here 
signifies future happiness, is used by the New Testament writers in 
a sense quite different from the classic one; which is, opinion, fame, 
reputation, &c, But the New Testament meaning of δόξα is borrowed 
from the Hebrew T3233 or 71}, splendour, magnificence, excellence. 
The idea of δόξα in the presence of God, seems to be founded upon 
being there in the light or splendour of his presence. Hence light is 
used so often in the Bible as the image of happiness. Hence too, we 
may see something of the plenary meaning which δόξα has, when used 
to describe a state of future happiness. In the present world, “ eye 
hath not seen;” but when another world bursts upon the vision of 
Christians, after death shall have rent away the veil of mortality, there, 
‘in God’s light they will see light τ᾿ there too, they shall enjoy “ ever- 
lasting light, for God will be their glory.” 

(19) Here we have another yap which sustains a relation to the pre- 
ceding verse, like that which γάρ in ver. 18’sustains to ver. 17. The 
apostle in ver. 18 has introduced, as an object of attention, the glory 
which is to be revealed. That there is such a glory he now proceeds to 
shew, or at least to adduce reasons why Christians should confidently 
expect it. Γάρ, therefore, is in ver. 19 prefixed to a clause added by 
way of confirming the sentiment of the preceding assertion, 

᾿Αποκαραδοκία, earnest expectation, the German Ahndung. The 
etymology favours this meaning; for the word comes from ἀπό, and 
κάρα head, and δοκεύω to observe, look after. The Etymologicum Magnum 
explains it by τῇ κεφαλῇ προβλέπειν, to thrust forward the head and see, 
ise. to look with anxiety or eagerness; like the Hebrew ?ZiN07. 
The same sense the word has in Phil. i. 20. Ernesti observes, that 
the word is not intensive in the New Testament (Inst. Interpr. I. § 2); 
but in this he seems to be plainly mistaken, if we may judge either from 
the composition of the word itself, or from the nature of the passages 
in which it stands. 

We come now to the principal word, on which very much of the 
difficulty of the passage before us turns, viz. κτίσις, In order to pro- 
ceed in a satisfactory manner with the investigation of it, I shall consider, 
in the first place, its meaning in the other passages of the New Testa- 
tament where it occurs, and as compared with the corresponding Hebrew 
words ; and then, in the second place, I shall propose and examine in 
order the various meanings which have been assigned to the word in 
this place, and endeavour to vindicate that sense to which the prefer- 
ence seems to belong. 

I. In regard to the meaning of κτέσις, in all the other passages of the 
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New Testament where it is found, excepting the one before us, they 
may be distributed into two classes; viz. 

1. It means the act of creation, creating. 

In such a sense it is generally conceded that it is employed in 
Mark x.6. xiii. 19. Rom. i. 20. 2 Pet. ii. 4. But the two first 
and the last of these significations might well be referred to No. 2, 
which follows. This is the proper and primary meaning of the word, 
according to the usual principles of the Greek language, in which 
words of this class commonly denote the act of doing any thing, they 
being what grammarians call nomina actionis. So in the Greek 
classics, the sense of making, constructing, building, creating, &c., is 
the one attached to this word. But in the majority of examples in 
which κτίσις occurs in the New Testament, the meaning is different 
from this. 

2. It means creature, created thing, any product of creating power, 
creation as an existing thing. 

Such a deflexion from the primary meaning of a word, is very 
common, not only in the Greek, but m all other languages; the 
abstract (nomen actionis) passing, as grammarians say, into the 
concrete sense; i.e. the word which denoted action, being also used 
to denote the consequences or effects of that action. So here, 
κτίσις, the act of creating, is more commonly employed in the New 
Testament to signify the effects of this action, viz. a thing created, 
res creata. 

But this second signification being in its own nature generic, is 
either used generically, or is also employed to designate any of the 
several species of meanings that may constitute a part of the generic 
one. 

(a) It is used in its generic sense, i.e. as meaning created things, 
creation, any created thing, in Rom. i. 25. viii. 39. Col. i. 15. Heb. iv. 13. 
Rev. iii. 14, perhaps also in Mark x. 6. xiii. 19, and 2 Pet. iii. 4. 
In a sense very nearly allied to this, it is used in Heb. ix. 11 to desig- 
nate the material creation as such, in distinction frum the spiritual one. 
This distinction, however, results rather from the exigency of the 
passage, and the distinction made here by the word ταύτης, than from 
the force of κτίσις. 

(δ) Κτίσις is also used in a specific sense, and means the rational 
creation, man, men, the world of mankind. Thus in Mark xvi. 15, Go 
preach the gospel πάσῃ τῇ κτίσει, to all men, to every man. Col. i. 23, 
which [gospel] has been preached ἐν πάσῃ τῇ κτίσει, among ali nations, 
or to every man. 1 Pet. ii. 13, Be subject then πάσῃ ἀνθρωπίνῃ κτίσει, 
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to every man, to every human being, for the Lord's sake, i.e. out of 
regard to the Lord Christ. What the meaning of this is, the explana- 
tion immediately subjoined informs us ; viz. εἴτε βασιλεῖ, ὡς ὑπερέχοντι" 
τε ἡγεμόσιν, ὡς δὲ αὐτοῦ, κιτ.λ. γ i.e. * Be subject to every man placed in 
authority, whether he be a king who has preeminence, or a governor 
appointed,’ &e. These examples make it clear, that κτίσις is employed 
to designate a specific class of created beings, as well as created things 
in general. 

(©) The word is sometimes employed in a more specific and limited 
sense still, viz. to designate the new rational creation, those who are 
created anew in Christ Jesus, Christians. Such is the meaning in 
2 Cor. v. 17, Uf any one be in Christ, he is καινὴ κτίσις, a new creature. 
Gal. vi. 15, In Christ Jesus neither circumcision nor uncircumeision 
avails any thing, but καινὴ κτίσις, ‘This rather seems to mean, a new 
act of creating, i.e. the power of the Spirit in renovating the soul. 
But in both of these cases, the special meaning depends on καινή, 
rather than upon κτίσις. 

These are all the cases in which eriote occurs in the New Testament, 
excepting those in the passage under examination, From these we 
gather the conclusion, that the usus loquendi allows us to assign to 
κτίσις either of the three meanings ranked under No. 2, i.e. it may be 
interpreted as meaning things created or the natural creation, men or 
mankind, or lastly, Christians, But this last meaning is made, as we 
have seen, by the addition of the epithet καινή. 

I have only to add here, as a confirmation of the above meanings 
assigned to κτίσις, (which however are not altogether peculiar to the 
New Testament, see Judith ix. 12. xi. 14. Wisd. ii, 6, xvi. 24. 
xix. 6), that the Chaldee and the Rabbinic Hebrew coincide with the 
usage just exhibited. The words in these languages which correspond 
to κτέσις, are NID, ROVID, MY D, 7B, which all mean creatio, 
creatura, res creata, i.e, the act of creating, and the thing created, 
just in the same way as κτίσις does. Moreover, in Rabbinic Hebrew, 
the plural form M772 sometimes means homines, men, specially 
the heathen, All this, we see, corresponds with the New Testament 
use of κτίσις, and explains it when a reference to the Greek classics 
would not. In regard to the last particular of all, viz. that ΓΒ, 
sometimes means the heathen, by way of degradation or contempt; it 
is singular that we have adopted, into vulgar English, the very same 
meaning of the word creature, and applied it in a derogatory sense to 
human beings ; e.g. ‘ the creature refused to obey.’ 

II. We have seen what meanings are assigned to κτίσις by the 
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writers of the New Testament, and what belonged to the corresponding 
Chaldee and Hebrew words. Which of all these, now, shall be applied 
to criew im the passage before us ἢ 

That the reader may see how variously this question has been 
answered, I will lay before him the different interpretations given to it. 
These are, 1. The Angels. 2. The souls (the animating principle) 
of the planetary worlds. 3. Adam and Eve, because they were the 
immediate work of creative power. 4. The souls of believers, in 
distinction from their bodies. 5. The bodies of believers, Le. their 
dead bodies, in distinction from their souls. 6. Christians in general. 
7. Christians m particular, Le. either Jewish Christians, or Gentile 
Christians. 8. Unconverted men m general. 9. Unconverted men 
im particular, i.e. either unconverted Jews, or unconverted heathen. 
10. The material creation, inanimate and animate, exclusive of rational 
beings. 11. The rational creation or men m general, mankind. 

All these supposed meanings I have canvassed im an exegesis of 
vs. 18—-25, printed in the Biblical Repository, Vol. I. pp. 363, seq. I 
deem the first five too improbable to need discussion here ; and there- 
fore proceed with the others. 

The sixth and seventh opmions may both be ranked under one head, 
viz. that of Christians. Can κτίσις, then, here mean Christians, either 
in general, or m particular ἢ 

(a) The usus ὁ is wanting, to render this probable. The 
word κτίσις in 2 Cor. v. 17 and Gal. vi. 15, does not, as I have already 
remarked, of itself mean’ Christians. In both these cases it is con- 
nected with καινή. It is καινὴ κτίσις, then, and this only, which 
usage authorizes us to believe is employed in order to designate 
Christians. This argument alone would render the exegesis in question 
doubtful. 

(δ) But we have another argument, which has been generally 
deemed a still more weighty one. This is, that in vs. 19, 21, the 
word κτίσις designates those who are distinguished from the children 
of God, and who belong not to such as are now entitled to their 
privileges. But I cannot consider this argument to be so decisive as 
Flatt, Tholuck, and others, think it to be. My reason is, that the 
expressions in vs. 19, 21, are not much unlike that in ver. 23, where, 
beyond all doubt, Christians are represented as groaning within 
themselves and waiting for their filiation (we@eciay), i.e. for the 
consequences of it, viz. the redemption of their bodies from their 
present, frail, painful, and dying state. I see not, therefore, but that it 
is quite possible, in itself considered, to suppose that in vs. 19, 21, 
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Christians may be represented as waiting for the glory which will be 
given to the children of God; although if ver. 23 were struck ont, the 
expressions there might well be taken for antithetic ones ; I mean, that 
κτίσις might, in such a case, naturally and well be understood, to 
designate a class of men distinct from the viol rod θεοῦ in ver. 19, and 
from the τὰ τέκνα τοῦ θεοῦ in ver. 21. 

(c) A more conclusive argument, however, is deducible from ver. 23, 
where airol τὴν ἀπαρχὴν τοῦ πνεύματος ἔχοντες seems plainly to mean 
Christians, as I shall in due time endeavour to shew. Conceding 
this, then it is quite plain, that κτίσις in the preceding verses cannot 
mean Christians, because the class of men designated in ver. 23, is very 
clearly distinguished from the preceding class in vs. 19—21, designated 

κτίσις. 
od the same ground, viz. that κτίσις cannot be regarded as meaning 
Christians in general, it must be excluded from meaning Christians 
in particular, i.e. either Jewish Christians or Gentile Christians. 
How are these to be distinguished from ‘ those who had the first-fruits 
of the Spirit?” Even supposing that ἀπαρχή means here special, 
miraculous gifts, (as some believe), we may ask: Were there no 
Jewish Christians who possessed these? Surely they above all others 
possessed them. But still, were there no Gentile Christians who 
possessed them? This will not be denied. If we look into the first 
epistle to the Corinthians, we find there a graphic account of the 
special gifts of the Spirit, which leaves no room to doubt that they 
were distributed to Gentile as well as to Jewish Christians. Still 
stronger is the argument, if we suppose (as I shall endeavour hereafter 
to shew that we must suppose) ἀπαρχήν here to mean, the prelibation, 
the foretaste, the earnest of future glory, which is common to all 
Christians. For as those who have this ἀπαρχήν, are here plainly 
and explicitly distinguished from those denominated κτίσις above ; 
so, if these are Christians in general (as they clearly seem to be), it 
follows that κτίσις above is not used to designate Christians, either 
Christians in general, or Jewish or Gentile Christians in particular. 
Neither of these classes were distinguished from other Christians, 
by the exclusive possession of miraculous gifts, or the exclusive 
possession of the earnest of the heavenly inheritance; and there 
seems, therefore, to be no ground for making a distinction of such 
a nature. It must necessarily follow, that if κτίσις means either 
Jewish Christians, or Gentile Christians, as such, then this class of 
Christians did not partake of the ἀπαρχὴν τοῦ πνεύματος" for those 
who did partake of it, are clearly distinguished from those indicated 
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by κτίσις. But inasmuch as both these classes of Christians did 
partake of the gift in question, so neither of them can be designated 
here by κτίσις. 

I should not have dwelt so long on this head, had not such critics as 
Le Clerc, Nosselt, Schleusner, and others (magni nominis) defended the 
exegesis in question. 

The eighth and ninth opinions may also be classed under one 
head. These are, that κτίσες means either unconverted men in general 
as such, or unconverted men in particular, viz. Jews, or Gentiles. In 
regard to the specific meaning here assigned to κτίσις, I cannot see any 
tolerable ground of support for it. Why should unconverted Jews be 
represented as peculiarly exposed to a frail and dying state? Or why 

should unconverted Gentiles be so represented? Surely there is no 
good reason for any distinction here, as all are equally exposed to the 
miseries of life. We cannot therefore admit the exegesis which here 
gives a specific meaning to xriotc, limiting it either to unconverted Jews 
or to unconverted Gentiles. 

More probable is the interpretation, which assigns to κτέσις the 
meaning of unconverted men in general. In this case, it is easy to make 
.a plain and evident distinction between κτίσις in vs. 19—22, and οἱ 
THY ἀπαρχὴν τοῦ πνεύματος ἔχοντες in ver. 23. Substantially I think 
this to be the right meaning. But I would not assign to it the signi- 
fication simply of unconverted men. I apprehend the meaning to be 
the same as in Mark xvi. 15. Col. i. 28. 1 Pet. ii. 18, i.e. man, men, 
mankind in general. But of this, and of the objections urged against it, 
I shall say more in the sequel. 

On the whole, then, we have reduced our multiplex interpretations 
down to two, viz. the material creation in general, animate and inani- 
mate ; and the rational creation, or mankind itn general. These remain 
to be carefully examined. Critics of high rank and great abilities, are 
divided between these two interpretations. 

I commence with the first of these two meanings, that of the material 
creation, the world in general, or the universe, exclusive of rational 
beings. This has had many defenders both in ancient and modern 
times. Chrysostom, Theodoret, Theophylact, Gicumenius, Jerome, 
Ambrose, Luther, Koppe, Doddridge, Flatt, Tholuck, and a multitude 
of others have been its advocates. Flatt and Tholuck, in their recent 
commentaries, have collected al] which has been said in its favour, 
besides advancing some things peculiarto themselves. What they have 
brought forward, deserves a serious examination. 

That κτίσις might be einployed to indicate the natural creation around 
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‘us, consisting of things animate and inanimate, may be seen by examin- 
ing the usus loquendi of the word under No, 2, a, p.322 above. On 
this part of the subject, there can be no just ground of controversy 
among philologists. But is it so employed in the passage before us? 
This is the only question that affords any room for dispute, 

‘Tholuck argues that it is so employed, from two sources ; first, from 
the connexion in which it stands, and the predicates which are assigned 
to it; and secondly, from both Jewish and Christian belief respecting 
the renewal of the natural world, at a future period. 

Under the first head of argument, he says, that the more usual 
meaning of κτίσεις is the natural world. If he means by this to aver, 
that the word has this signification in a majority of the instances in 
which it is employed in the New Testament, an inspection of p. 322, 
seq. above, will convince the reader that he is mistaken. But still, the 
fact that the word may very naturally, in itself considered, be employed 
in such a way, I freely concede, and this I have already more than once 
intimated. 

His next argument is, that aim) ἡ κτέσις in ver, 21, indicates a descent 
from the noble to the ignoble part of creation. He means that αὐτὴ ἡ 
«τίσις signifies as much as to say: ‘Not only does the nobler part of 
creation long for a disclosure of the glory which is to be revealed, but 
even this inferior creation, of which I am now speaking, also longs for 
the period when this disclosure shall be made.’ 

The answer to this is, that such an exegesis of air) ἡ κτίσις would 
necessarily imply, that a higher and nobler κτίσις had been already 
mentioned in the preceding context, with which this inferior one is now 
compared. Had such mention been made, there would be some ground 
for the remark of Tholuck. But as there is no mention of any thing of 
this nature, I do not see how we can give a comparative sense to αὑτὴ i 
κτίσις, In order to do this, must not something have been mentioned, 
with which we may compare it? The expectation of the nobler part of 
creation, is first mentioned in ver. 23, υἱοθεσίαν ἀπεκδεχόμενοι, The 
force of αὐτὴ ἡ κτίσις, I apprehend, must therefore be made out in 
another way. Paul had just said, ἡ κτίσις is made subject to a frail and 
perishing state (ματαιότητι), with the hope, i.e. in a condition or in 
circumstances in which it is permitted to hope, that καὶ αὐτὴ ἡ κτίσις, 
‘even this very same creature may be freed, ὅς. Tholuck does not seem 
to have noted, that the expression is not simply αὐτή, but καὶ αὐτή, 
which necessarily refers it to the preceding κτέσις, and means even the 
very same κτίσις, viz. the frail and perishing κτίσις which had just 
been described, is still placed in a state in which it may indulge the 
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hope of deliverance, &c. The force of καὶ abrf, then, seems to consist 
in designating that very same perishing κτίσις which the writer had 
just described, as being in a state to indulge a hope of obtaining freedom 
from this wretched condition. If this be correct, then its foree does not 
consist in any implied comparison with a nobler κτίσις, which indulged 
the like hopes. 

A third reason of Tholuck for the signification which he here assigns 
for κτίσις, is that in ver. 22, πᾶσα ἡ κτίσις is mentioned. 

But why the apostle could not say πᾶσα ἡ κτίσις, if he meant the 
world of rational beings, just as well as he could if he meant the 
world of nature, I am not aware; and more especially so, since in 
Mark xvi. 15 and Col. i. 28, this very expression is made use of (πάσῃ 
τῇ κτίσει---ν πάσῃ τῇ κτίσει), in order to denote the universality of the 
rational world. ᾿ 

Finally, Tholuck avers, that the predicates ματαιότης and δουλεία τῆς 
φθορᾶς (vs. 20, 21) more naturally belong to the material creation. 

But this I cannot see. Above all, I cannot see it, when the apostle 
says, that the κτίσις was made subject ματαιότητι, οὗχ ἑκοῦσα, not volen- 
tarily, not of its own choice. Does this belong more naturally, then, 
to the material than the rational creation? Of which is choice more 
naturally predicated? Then again, is not ματαιότης, a frail and dying 
state, as easily and naturally to be predicated of men, as it is of the 
material world? And taken as a whole, is not the latter far less subject 
to ματαιότης than the race of men? Once more, is not δουλεία τῆς 
φθορᾶς, the bondage of a mortal or perishing condition, as naturally pre- 
dicated of men, as it is of the material world? Rather, is it not much 
more naturally applied to human beings, than it is to the world in which 
they live ? 

None of the reasons, then, assigned by Tholuck for the exegesis 
which he defends, that are drawn from the exigency of the passage, 
seem to be well grounded. So much is true, viz. that the usus loquendi, 
in itself considered, would admit the sense which he gives to κτίσις. 
But that the exigentia loci renders probable this meaning, does not 
seem in any good degree to be made out. 

We come, next, to the second class of reasons assigned by Tholuck 
in defence of his interpretation ; viz. those derived from the Jewish and 
Christian belief respecting the renovation of the natural world, at a 
future period. 

The passages of Scripture mainly relied on, are 2 Pet. iii. 7—12. 
Rev. xxi. 1. Is. xi. 6, seq. Ixv. 17, seq. Heb. xii. 26, seq. Hints of 
the same doctrine are supposed to be contained in Matt. xiii. 38, seq. 
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xix. 28, and Acts iii, 21. Brief suggestions respecting passages of 
such a nature, are all which any reader will here expect. 

All the force of argument from these and the like passages, must 
rest on a literal interpretation of them. But how can passages of this 
nature be urged as having a literal meaning, after reading Rev. chap. 
xxi. and xxii. 1—5? Or if this does not'satisfy the mind, then com- 
pare passages of a similar nature, viz. those which have respect to the 
Messiah's kingdom on earth, his spiritual kingdom before the end of 
time, and during the gathering in of his saints. What immeasurable 
absurdities and contradictions must be involved in a literal exegesis 
here! For example; from Is. ii, 1—4 and Micah iv. 1—3, one might 
prove that in the time of the Messiah, the temple of the Lord is to be 
built on a mountain, placed upon the top of the highest mountains any 
where to be found, and that there all the nations of the earth will 
assemble to offer their devotions. Js. xi. 6—9 would prove that all 
the brute creation are to experience an absolute change of their very 
nature; the lion is to eat straw like the ox; the asp and the cockatrice 
are no more to retain their venomous power. Is. ix. 7 would prove, 
that the literal throne of David is to be occupied by the Messiah, and 
that he is to rule in his capacity as literal king, without intermission, 
and without end. Is. xxv. 6—8 would prove, that a feast of fat things 
and of rich wines is to be made for all nations, and that all suffering and 
sorrow and death are to be abolished. Is. xxxv. 1—10 would prove 
that the deserts of the earth are to be filled with living streams and 
exuberant herbage and trees, and that all the ransomed of the Lord 
are to repair to the literal mount Zion, where they will have uninter~ 
rupted and everlasting pleasure. Is. xliii. 18—21 would prove the 
same thing respecting the deserts; and also that the beasts of the field, 
the dragons, and the owls, shall be among the worshippers of God. 
Is. ἵν. 1—13 would prove, not only that wine and milk are to be 
had, in the days of the Messiah, without money and without price, but 
that the mountains and the hills will break forth into singing, and all 
the trees of the field shall clap their hands! Is. lx. 15—22 would 
prove that Israel is to feed on the milk of the Gentiles, and to be 
nourished by the breasts of kings; and also that there will be no sun 
by day, nor moon by night, but God himself, by his own splendor, is 
to make their everlasting light, so that no more night will ever be 
known. (The very same things are said respecting the new Jerusalem, 
in Rey. xxi.23; are they literal there?) Is. Ixvi. 22—24 would prove, 
that all nations are to come, from one new moon to another, and from 
one sabbath to another, and worship before the Lord in Jerusalem. 
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J have a difficulty, also, as to the logical commentary of the passage, 
provided we adopt the interpretation defended by Tholuck. Let us 
<xuinine this for a moment. The apostle begins by saying, that present 
afflictions should not be Jaid to heart by Christians, because of the 
future glory which is reserved for them. What now is demanded, in 
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order that this should be believed, and that Christians should regulate 
their thoughts and conduct by it? Why plainly nothing more is 
required, than that they should cherish a confirmed belief of it, a stead- 
fast hope that such glory will be bestowed. Such is the conclusion in 
ver. 25. But how is this hope to be animated, and supported? Plainly 
by considerations which add to the assurance, that future glory is in 
prospect, And what are these? They are, that God has enstamped 
on our very nature the desire of such a state; he has placed us in such 
a frail and dying condition, that the whole human race naturally and 
instinctively look to such a state and hope for it. The present is 
manifestly a state of trial; even Christians, who have the earnest of 
future glory within themselves, are not exempt from this. But the 
very fact that we are in a state of trial and probation, naturally points 
to an end or result of this. And what is such an end, but a state of 
future happiness? for here, happiness in a higher sense is not to be 
attained. 

But suppose now that the material world is that which sighs after 
and hopes for deliverance from its present frail and perishable state; 
has this a direct bearing on the subject in question? The answer must 
be in the negative ; so thought Turrettin, as his notes most clearly shew. 
But then it may be said, that it has a bearing upon it by way of impli- 
cation; because the renovation of the material world is necessarily 
connected with the future happiness of the saints, In this point of 
view, I acknowledge it would not be irrelevant. But is not this less 
direct, less forcible, less convincing, than the appeal to the wants and 
desires of which every human breast is conscious? Of two modes of 
exegesis, either of which is possible, I must prefer that which imparts 
the most life and energy to the reasoning and argument of the writer. 

1 have another substantial difficulty with the interpretation under 
examination, It is this; if κτέσις means the material or natural world, 
on the one hand, and. αὐτοὶ τὴν ἀπαρχὴν τοῦ πνεύματος ἔχοντες means 
Christians on the other, (which Tholuck and Flatt both avow,) then 
here is a lacuna which cannot well be imagined or accounted for. 
Christians are subject to a frail and dying state, but are looking for a 
better one; and the natural world is in the same circumstances ; but 
the world of men in general, the world of rational beings who are not 
regenerate, have no concern or interest in all this; they are not even 
mentioned. Can it be supposed now, that the apostle has made such 
an important, unspeakably important, omission as this, in such a dis~ 
course and in such a connexion? The natural, physical world brought 
into the account, but the world of perishing men left out ! I must have 
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side of objections ; and I shall therefore first examine the arguments 

1. ‘ τίσις in vs. 19—21, is distinguished from wer θεοῦ. How thea 
can it mean ali mea, of which vest θεοῦ constitute a part?” 

The answer to this is. that there is not an eatithests here of crise to 
vis θεοῦ, (which the objection assumes). but only a distinction of species 
from genus. ‘ Mankind,’ savs the apostle, i.e. men im general, ‘ have 
always been in a frail and dying state, have felt this, and have longed 
after a higher and better state.’ In ver. 23 he goes on to say: ‘ Even 
those whom one might expect to be exempt from this, i.e. Christians 
themeelves who already have an earnest of future glory, have not been 
exempt from such a condition.’ Here is indeed a distinction, but no 
antithesis. In fact, the nature of the case does not admit antithesis ; 
for both the criew and οἱ τὴν ἀπαρχὴν τοῦ τνεύματος ἔχοντες. are par- 
takers of the same frail and dving state. The distinction therefore is of 
a different nature from that of antithesis. It is made, I apprehend, in 
the manner stated above. 

2. ‘ How could the apostle represent crietc in this sense, i. ὁ. heathen 
men and al] unconverted men, as seeking and sighing after the liberty 
of the children of God, when he every where avers that they are 
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estranged from God, and at enmity with him, and are ignorant of the 
things of the Spirit?” 

But here the argumentum ad hominem may be applied to good 
purpose. How could the apostle represent the natural or inanimate 
creation as longing after such a happiness, or any other like to it? You 
reply: * It isa prosopopeia.' It is so, truly, if you interpret it rightly ; 
and personification of the boldest kind, so bold that I know not how 
we can admit it, while it has so much of incongruity in it. 

I quit this part of the subject, however, and proceed. Is there 
not, in the human breast, a longing and sighing after immortality ? 
Hear Cicero, who puts these words into the mouth of Cato, when 
speaking of Elysium: “Ὁ preclarum’ diem, cum ad illud divinorum 
animorum concilium coetumque proficiscar, cumque ex hac turba et 
colluvione discedam! Proficiscar enim, non ad eos solum viros, de 
quibus ante dixi; verum etiam ad Catonem meum, quo nemo vir 
melior natus est, nemo pietate prastantior;” De Senectute. Listen 
also to Seneca: “ Juvabat de eternitate animorum querere, imo 
mehercule credere, Credebam enim facile opinionibus magnorum 
virorum, rem gratissimam promittentium, magis quam probantinm. 
Dabam me spei tantw." In other passages the same writer descants 
upon the meanness of affairs pertaining to the present life, unless one 
rises in his views above human objects: “ Sic creatura,” adds Turrettin, 
to whom I am indebted for these quotations, “ sic creatura abhorrebat 
α vanitate cui subjecta est. Sic sperabat. se aliquando a servitute illa 
liberatum iri ;" Opp. II. 361. 

Who can refuse to see how applicable all this is to our present 
purpose? Tholuck and Flatt would themselves say, that this sighing 
after immortality is one of the most convincing of all arguments, that 
men are truly immortal. Does not the fact, that all nations have had 
their Elysium, establish the allegation that such a longing is innate, 
i.e. pertaining to our rational nature? Or if this be questioned, is it 
not certain, that the present unsatisfying, frail, dying condition of the 
human race, does lead them to feel their need of a better state, and to 
sigh after it? 

This does not prove, indeed, that they long for the heaven of the 
Christian, principally as a place of purity and freedom from all sin, 
That they have specific views of this, and desires after it, is not true; 
and if they had, we could not suppose them to desire it in respect to 
its holiness. But it is not necessary to suppose this, in reference to 
the object of the apostle’s argument. It is not a specific view of heaven 
simply as a place of purity end holiness, which he here represents 
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Christians themselves as entertaining; for in ver, 23, he adverts to 
them as hoping for the redemption of their bodies, i.e. an exemption 
from the pains and sufferings to which their frail bodies are continually 
exposed. May not the unconverted long to be delivered from suffering 
and sorrow? Do they not, in this respect, desire future happiness? 
I acknowledge that they are unwilling to employ the proper means of 
obtaining it; and that there are actually, as the Christian revelation 
holds it up to view, things in it which would not of themselves be at all 
desirable to the unconverted; but do they not, after all, in some 
definite and important sense, hope and wish for another and better 
world? This will not be denied, after reading the above extracts from 
Cicero and Seneca ; and this being admitted, it is all which the apostle’s 
argument here demands. 

What he means to say, I take to be in substance this: ‘ The yery 
nature and condition of the human race point to a future state; they 
declare that this is an imperfect, frail, dying, unhappy state; that man 
does not, and cannot, attain the end of his being here; and even 
Christians, supported as they are by the earnest of future glory, still 
find themselves obliged to sympathize with all others in these sufferings, 
sorrows, and deferred hopes.’ » 

1 acknowledge that if one insists on construing the revelation of the 
sons of God, and the glorious liberty of the children.of God, as being so 
specific:that they cannot be predicated of the hopes of the world at 
large, he may make difficulty with the exegesis which I am defending. 
So Flatt and Tholuck have done. But how should they both have 
overlooked the fact, that this same rigid interpretation applied to their 
own mode of construing κτίσις, makes a difficulty still greater? For in 
what possible sense can the natural world be hoping for, or expecting 
the glorious liberty of the children of God? I mean, if these expres 
sions be interpreted, (as they in making their objections insist that they 
must be,) in their specific and rigid sense. 


it must be deemed a greater difficulty, to represent the natural 
world us expecting the glorious liberty of the children of God, than 
it is to suppose that immortal beings, made in the image of God, and 
made sensible of the insufficiency of the present world to render 
them happy, should anxiously look for another and better state. It 
is not necessary for the apostle’s argument, to shew that they look for 
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this in the way that Christianity would direct them to do, nor even 
that they have any good grounds in their present state to expect 
personally a happier condition in future. If even the wicked, who love 
this world, are not satisfied with it, and are made to sigh after another 
and more perfect state, then follows what the apostle has designed 
to urge, viz. the conclusion that God has strongly impressed on our 
whole race, the conviction that there is a better state, and that it is 
highly needed. 

The ground which Noesselt and others take respecting κτέσις, 
viz. that it means Christians in general, would indeed free the whole 
passage from any objections of the kind under consideration, inasmuch 
as they might be said, without any limitation, to expect the revelation 
of the sons of God. But this interpretation is pressed with other 
insuperable difficulties, as has already been stated. It makes no 
distinction between κτίσις and viol θεοῦ or τέκνα θεοῦ in vs. 19, 21, 
when the writer has plainly made one ; and then it understands αὐτοὶ 
τὴν ἀπαρχὴν τοῦ πνεύματος ἔχοντες of the apostles only, or such Chris- 
tians as were endowed with miraculous gifts; which cannot, in any 
tolerable manner, be defended. 

T come then, by virtue of such considerations as have been suggested, 
to prefer the interpretation which assigns to κτίσις the sense of mankind, 
men in general, to any other of the proposed methods of explanation. 
But im so doing, I do not aver that there are no difficulties in the 
way, or that an ingenious critic can raise none. ‘This is not the 
question, The more proper question is, whether the difficulties that 
lie in the way of this interpretation, are not less than those which 
can be thrown in the way of any of the other methods which have 
been discussed? I can only say, that they seem to me clearly to 
be less; and therefore I feel compelled to embrace this exegesis, 
until a more probable one is proposed. It has been defended by 
Lightfoot, Locke, J. A. Turrettin, Semler, Rosenmiiller, Ammon, Usteri, 
Keil, and many others. This indeed is in itself no reason for receiving 
it; but it shews, at least, that the difficulties attending it have not been 
regarded as insuperable, by men of very different theological views, and 
of no small attainments. 

Τὴν ἀποκάλυψιν τῶν υἱῶν τοῦ θεοῦ ἀπεκδέχεται, expects, or waits 
for the revelation of the sons of God; i.e. the period when the sons οἵ 
God, in their true state, endowed with all their honours and privileges, 
shall be fully disclosed. This will be at the general judgment; when 
the Father who seeth in secret will reward them openly. Here they 
are in obscurity ; the world knoweth them not. They are like to the 
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seven thousand of old, who had not bowed the knee to Baal, but who 
were not known even to the prophet Elijah. However, it, will not 
always be so. The day is coming, when they will/shine forth as the 
sun in his strength, and as the stars for ever and ever, in the kingdom 
of their God and Father. tare eee 

In what sense the κτίσις ἀπεκδέχεται, expects or waits for such a 
revelation, has been already stated, more than once, in the preceding 
pages, and therefore it needs not to be here repeated. I take the 
generic idea of future happiness to be the main design of the writer in 
δια φρο, leh son τρία imac the arate 
intimated before, much farther. 

(20) Τῇ yap ματαιότητι ἡ κτίσις ὑπετάγη, for the "crestareydhe ἐς 
mankind, was subject to a frail and dying .state, That ματαιότης. 
here has the sense thus assigned to it, is clear from the epexegesis of 
it in ver. 21, viz. δουλεία τῆς φθορᾶς, which is there used instead of 
repeating ματαιότης. Such as wish for further confirmation as to 
this sense of the word, may consult in the Sept. Ps. [χ]. 9, .xxxviii. 5. 
Ece. i. 2, 14. 

As the Heb. 521 vanity, to. which ,parsudcgosin tai Seneanalem 
corresponds, sometimes designates an idol; so some commentators 
have here interpreted ματαιότης in a corresponding manner, viz. 
mankind became subjected to idolatry, or the natural world was 
employed as the object of idolatry. So Tertullian, Luther, Marck, 
Baumgarten, and others. Consequently they interpreted the succeeding 
clause, not voluntarily, but through him who subjected it; as having 
reference either to Satan, or to Adam as concerned in the original 
fall of man. But δουλεία τῆς φθορᾶς, ver, 21, seems to remove 
all probability of this interpretation of ματαιότης" and of course ὑπο- 
τάξαντα can be applied only to God the Creator of man. Compare 
Gen. iii. 17-19. 

Οὐχ ἑεσῖσα, ἀλλὰ διὰ τὸν ὑποτάξαντα, αδὲ eplentarils, bal by Aine 
put it in subjection, viz. to a frail and dying state. That is, the creature 
did not voluntarily choose its present condition of sorrow and pain, for 
this cannot well be imagined ; but God the Creator has placed it in this 
condition ; it is by his sovereign will, by the arrangements of his holy 
providence, that man is placed in a frail and dying state. _ But this is 
not to be considered as an irretrievable misfortune or evil. Distressing 
and frail as the condition of man is, it is still a state of hope. So we 
are assured in the next verse, vt ll 

(21) ‘Ex’ ἐλπίδι, in, hope... Here the Dative designates:the.state op: 
condition in which the κγίσες is, although subjected to ματαιότητι, It 
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is a state in which a hope of deliverance can be indulged. It is not a 
state of despair. 

Let the reader now ask, whether it is not doing violence to the word 
κτίσις, to construe it here as meaning natwral world, and then to pre- 
dicate of it, ἑκοῦσα and ἐπ᾽ ἐλπέδι Υ It would be an example of pros- 
opopeia, which I believe even the most animated poetical parts of the 
Scriptures no where present. 

But what is the hope in which the creature is permitted to indulge ? 
It is, ὅτι καὶ αὑτὴ ἡ κτίσις ἐλευθερωθήσεται ἀπὸ τῆς δουλείας τῆς φθορᾶς, 
that this very same ereature, viz. the one which is subjected to a frail 
and dying state, shall be freed from the bondage of a perishing condition, 
Φθορά comes from φθείρω, to corrupt, to destroy. Here it plainly means 
@ state of corruption, i. 6. a frail and dying state. Such a state the 
apostle calls δουλεία, bondage ; first, because the creature was not 
willingly subjected to it; secondly, because it is not only a state of 
pain and misery, but it places us at the disposal of masters, who inflict 
upon us suffering and sorrow while we cannot resist or control them. The 
word ἐλευθερωθήσεται is fitly chosen as the antithetic correlate of δουλεία. 

Ele τὴν ἐλενθερίαν τῆς δόξης τῶν τέκνων τοῦ θεοῦ, [and shall be intro- 
duced, καὶ εἰσαχθήσεται into the glorious liberty of the children of God. 
Εἷς, put before the Accusative here, shews the state into which the 
creature’ is to be brought, after being freed from bondage; i.e. εἷς 
stands before the object unto which the creature is to attain, by being 
delivered from the bondage of a frail and dying state. That εἰς very 
often stands before nouns designating the event or effect of any thing, 
is a well known Greek idiom ; and the proofs of it may be seen at large 
in the various lexicons. The phrase, however, I take here to be a 
constructio pregnans, as the grammarians call it, i. e, an elliptical 
expression, which implies some verb before it, and probably the one 
which I have supplied above. Δόξα here is used as an adjective, 
qualifying the preceding noun, by an idiom which is very common 
throughout the Scriptures. In what sense men in general may be said 
to hope for this state, has been already explained above. If there be 
any objection to predicate this of men in general, is there not a still 
stronger one to predicating it of the natural world? 

Verses 20, 21, thus explained, render a reason why the creature looks 
with ἀποκαραδοκία to another and better state; which is, because men 
are born with an instinctive, unquenchable thirst for happiness, and 
cannot find what they desire, in this frail and perishing condition. This 
explains the reason why γάρ is prefixed to ver. 21; “ γάρ orationi 
rationem reddenti prefigitar.”” 
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(22) Oicaper yap, ὅτι πᾶσα ἡ criew συστενάζει cai συνωδένει ἄχρι τοῦ 
νῦν, for we know that ecery creature, i.e. the whole human race, has 
sighed and sorrowed together, until the present time. In other words, 
it has been the lot of man, from the beginning down to the present time, 
to be subject to a frail and dymg state, which has cost much sighing 
and sorrow. The force of οἴδαμεν is, 20 one can have any doubt, we are 
all assured, no one will call it tn question. Of course it seems to take for 
granted, that the thing to which it refers is well and familiarly known 
to all. But suppose, now, that the satwral world is here represented 
as sighing and sorrowing, from the beginning of the world down to the 
time then present, and this because it waited for its renovation, which 
will take place only at the end of the world, or after the general resur- 
rection; was this a thing so familiar to all, that the apostle could appeal 
to it by saying οἴδαμεν ? I cannot but think, that the advocates them- 
selves of this interpretation must hesitate here. Tap is prefixed, in the 
present case, to a clause which confirms what the writer had said, in 
ver. 21, of our frail and dying state ; “ γάρ illustrantis sive explicantis.” 

The verbs overevaZe: and συνωξένει denote the mutual and universal 
sighing and sorrowing of mankind. No one part is exempt; there is 
& mutual correspondence between them all, in regard to the subject 
in question. Those who construe κτέσις of the natural world, of course 
lay an emphasis on the σύν here compounded with the verbe, as 
indicating the correspondence of the natural world with the rational 
one. But the difficulty with this interpretation is, that it leaves a 
great part of rational beings wholly out of the account; a thing ex- — 
ceedingly incredible. 

(23) And not only so, but we ourselves who have the first fruits of the 
Spirit, even we groan within ourselves ; i.e. not only have mankind in 
all ages, down to the present hour, been in a frail and suffering state, 
but even we, who are permitted to cherish the hopes of a better world 
which the gospel inspires, we who have within us an earnest of future 
glory, a pledge that we are the children of God, who are to receive the 
inheritance of his beloved,—even we, who, as one might naturally sup- 
pose, would on account of our privileges be exempted from the common 
lot of sinful men, we also, like all others, are in distress, and sigh for 
deliverance from it. 

The phrase καὶ αὑτοὶ τὴν ἀπαρχὴν τοῦ πνεύματος ἔχοντες, has been 
very diversely understood. Some interpret it of special and supernatural 
gifts, limiting it to the apostles only ; while others explain it in the like 
way, but extend it to all Christians who were endowed with such gifts. 
Others regard ἀπαρχὴ as meaning gift or present merely, in a general 
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way; while most interpret it as meaning the earnest, or first fruits, or 
pledge, of that which is afterward to be given in ἃ more complete 
manner. 4 

It becomes necessary, therefore, to investigate the word ἀπαρχή with 
special care, I can find but one meaning of it throughout the New 
‘Testament ; and this is, that which is first of its kind, or that which is 
first in order of time, πρῶτος. It is applied both to persons and things, 
in a sense compounded of both of these, viz. first in respect to kind and 
time also; e.g. Rom. xvi. 5. 1 Cor, xvi.15, Jamesi, 18. 1 Cor. xv. 
20,23. Rev. xiv.4. Bretschneider suggests, in his lexicon, that in 
this last passage it may have the general sense of sacrifice or offering, 
inasmuch as the Septuagint puts it for the Hebrew MIA, which con- 
veys such a meaning. This is possible; but on the whole I should 
prefer the other sense. I take the meaning of the writer in Rev. xiv. 4 
to be, that the persons there named may be considered in a light resem- 
bling that of the ἀπαρχή in ancient times, as the first fruits of a glorious 
Christian harvest. 

I understand ἀπαρχή to have the same sense as the Hebrew MUN, 
for which it so often stands; caput, princeps, first in its kind, first 
in point of time, &e. Comp. AYN] in Gen. xlix. 3, Prov, viii 22. 
Lev. ii. 12. xxiii. 10. Deut. xviii. 4, xxvi. 10. xxxiii. 21, Numb. 
xxiv. 20, Amos vi. 6. 

In the passage before us, all the Greek fathers appear to have 
attached one and the same meaning to ἀπαρχή, viz. that of first fruits, 
in the sense of earnest, pledge, foretaste, of joys to come. So Chry- 
sostom, Theodoret, Theophylact, and Basil. This accords well, too, 
with the nature of the case. The apostle represents Christians as the 
habitation of God by his Spirit, Eph. ii. 22, comp. 1 Cor. iii. 16. vi. 19. 
The Spirit of God dwells in them, 1 John iii. 24. iv. 13. This Spirit, 
thus conferred on them, is the ἀῤῥαβών, the pledge of future glory, 
2Cor.v. δ. Eph. i. 14. 

What hinders now, that with all the Greek fathers, we should under- 
stand ἀπαρχή as meaning, the pledge, foretaste, first fruits, of future 
glory? The usus loquendi of the word does not seem to admit of any 
other exegesis. Nor do we need any other; as this is altogether 
congruous with the nature of the passage. 

With Keil then, in his admirable explanation of this passage, 
(Opuse. p. 294, seq.), I would interpret it in the manner exhibited 
above. And if this be correct, then it follows, that the ἀπαρχή, 
here spoken of is common to all true Christians; and that the inter- 
pretation which limits this verse to the apostles, or to a few of the 
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primitive Christians endowed with miraculous” gifts; haa no} stable 
foundation. τα penegfilig 
‘That Christians were subject to sorrows, needs not to be proved. 
‘That they were exposed to more than ordinary ones, may be seen in 
2 Cor. v. 2,3. 1Cor.xv.19. That they longed and sighed for deli- 
verance, followed from their very nature. That even the earnest of 
future glory did not exempt them from sufferings, is certain. But 
there is a peculiar energy and delicacy in the expression which marks 
the consequences of their sufferings; we GRroaN within ourselves, i. δ. 
internally, not externally. We suppress the rising sigh; we bow with 
submission to the will of God which afflicts us; we receive his chas- 
tisement as children; our frail nature feels it, and we sigh or groan 
inwardly ; but no murmuring word escapes us; we. 
demonstrations of pain, lest we should even seem to complain: 6 
Ts this imaginary on my part? Or did the writer mean to convey 
what I have attributed to him? So much, at least, we’ can say, viz. 
that such a sentiment was worthy of Paul, and of all Christians who 
suffered with him. It is worthy of being carried into’ practice at the 
present hour; it commends itself to the conscience of every one, who 
thoroughly believes in the holy, just, and benevolent providence of God. 
Ὑἱοθεσίαν ἀπεκδεχόμενοι, waiting for [our] adoption or filiation. "There 
is a twofold filiation spoken of in the New Testament. ‘The first | 
which takes place, when believers are born again, John i. 12,13. iii, 3—5, 
Rom, viii, 14, 15, represents believers as possessing πνεῦμα υἱοθεσίας. 
1 Jobn iii, 1,2. But there is another and higher sense in which be- 
lievers are to become the children of God, viz. they are to be so, when 
they shall be perfected in the world of glory, when they become “ the 
children of the resurrection,” when they are made “like to the angels,” 
Luke xx. 36, Their first adoption or filiation is secret, in regard to 
the world; their second is the ἀ ποκάλυψις τῶν νἱῶν τοῦ θεοῦ, when “he 
who seeth in secret, shall reward them openly.” ΤῈ is probably because 
the word νἱοθεσίαν here used, is in itself dubious, that the apostle adds 
an explanatory or epexegetical clause, which he places in apposition 
with it, viz. τὴν ἀπολύτρωσιν τοῦ σώματος ἡμῶν, the redemption of our 
body, i.e. its redemption from a state of frailty, disease, and death. It 
is, at the resurrection, to be like to Christ's glorious body, Phil. iii, 215 
it is to be a σῶμα πνευματικόν, 1 Cor. xv. 44; this mortal is to put on 
immortality, this σῶμα φθαρτόν is to become a σῶμα ἄφθαρτον, 1 Cor. 
Xv. 53, 54, Such is the ἀπολύτρωσις of this frail and dying body, which 
believers now inhabit. pase τα κρκοούρ tye Luke xxi. 28. Ephe i. 14. 
iv, 80. Heb, xi, 35. > ~~ 
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The reader will note, as I have had occasion already to intimate, that 
the expression ἀπολύτρωσιν τοῦ σώματος here is equivalent to the ἀποκά-. 
λυψεν τῶν υἱῶν τοῦ θεοῦ in ver.19, and to the ἐλενθερέαν τῶν τέκνων τοῦ 
Θεοῦ in νεῖ. 31. It therefore serves to shew what those expressions 
mean, in the connexion in which they stand. 

Christians then, in their present state, must long and wait for their 
second and final adoption or filiation. They must wait with confidence ; 
yea, with assurance; for “he who cometh will come, and will not tarry.” 
But let them not regard the present world as their home. It is not the 
Canaan in which they are to rest, They must “seek a city which hath 
foundations, whose builder and maker is God.” Then the agitated 

_ breast, the heaving sigh, the groaning within, will no more annoy or 
distress them. Let not the child of God complain, then, that, his final 
reward is not anticipated and distributed to him here, in the present 
world, while he is in a state of trial. He must wait until he comes to 
the goal, before he can wear the crown of a victor in the race. He must 
defer his expected laurels, until his combat is over, Then he shall 
receive a crown of glory, which fadeth not away. 

(24) That the Christian cannot expect a reward here, the apostle 
goes on most explicitly to declare. Τῇ γὰρ ἐλπίδι ἐσώθημεν, for we are 
saved in hope, i.e. we have as yet obtained salvation only in hope; 
have only attained to a condition in which we indulge a hope of ere 
glory. This is all which can be rationally expected or accomplished in 
the present life. He had said, in the preceding verse, that Christians 
are in the attitude of waiting for their filiation, Verse 24 is designed 
to illustrate and confirm this; hence the γάρ ilustrantis at the beginning 
of it. 

᾿Ἑλπὶς δὲ βλεπομένη, οὐκ ἔστιν ἐλπίς, now hope which is seen, is no 
longer hope; i.e. the object of hope (ἐλπίς here means this) is no 
longer such, when one attains the actual possession of it. Aé orationi 
continuand@ inservit, as the lexicographers say, i.e, it stands before 
a clause which is designed to continue the subject already introduced, 

“Ὁ γὰρ βλέπει τὶς, ri καὶ ἐλπέζει ; for what a man sees, how does he still 
hope for it? That is, what a man has actually attained or come to the 
enjoyment of, how can he be: said to look forward to it with hope or 
anticipation? Γάρ rationem rei dictee reddit,, i.e. it stands in a clause 
designed to explain or confirm the preceding assertion ; for such is the 
nature of the present clause, 

(25) El δὲ ὃ οὐ βλέπομεν, ἐλπίζομεν, δι᾽ ὑπομενῆς ἀπεκδεχόμεθα, but if 
now we hope for that which we do not enjoy, then we patiently wait for it. 
‘That is, if it be true, as all will concede, that in the present life we attain 


$40 ROMANS VIII. 25, 26. 


not to our final reward, but can be called the heirs of salvation, only 
because we have obtained a well-grounded hope of it; if it be so, that 
we cannot rationally expect an exemption from trials and troubles here, 
but must take our part in them with all around us; if it be true also, 
that a great and glorious reward is reserved in heaven, for all who 
endure patiently until the end of their probation; (and that this is 
true, the very nature that God has given to men, which is here so im- 
perfectly developed, and which therefore points to a state of greater 
perfection, satisfactorily shews); then it becomes Christians to endure 
with all patience and meekness the trials and suffermgs of the present 
life. Time is short; eternity is long. Our sufferings are slight and 
momentary, when viewed in a comparative light. Who can place them 
beside that glory, “ which eye hath not seen, nor ear heard, and of which 
it hath not entered into the heart of man to conceive,” and which is to 
endure as long as the God who bestows it, and yet make any serious 
account of them? Christian brethren, says the apostle, let us patiently 
watt the appointed time of our deliverance. 
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In this our weak and suffering condition, we are tly aided the Spirit who 
dwells in us; so that even when we are so much errleved and dittese tte 
know not what to ask for, or what to say in our prayers, our internal sighs which are 
not uttered by words, and which arise from his influence on our souls, are noticed 
and understood by the Searcher of hearts, whose ears will be open tothem. Such is 
the course of thought in these verses; the natural inference from it is: ‘ Christians, 


be not discouraged, even in deepest distresses. He who seeth in secret, counts 
every groan, hears every sigh, and will be a very present help in time of need’ 


(26) Such is the general sentiment of the passage. Particular 
words, however, present some difficulties. Ὡσαύτως, in like manner, ἐπ 
the same way. But m what way? Like to what? A difficult question. 
Some critics, (Grotius, Koppe, Flatt and others), render ὡσαύτως, by 
preterea, tberdiess, 1.e. moreorer, besides. This would do well, if 
philology would allow it. It seems, however, to be making a new 
meaning for the word. The true answer to the question, Like to 
what? seems to be this: ‘ In like manner as hope supports, strengthens, 
cheers us, and renders us patient, so do the influences of the Spirit aid 
us, in all our distresses ;’ i.e. as hope aids us amidst all our sufferings 
and sorrows, so does the Spirit likewise. 


ROMANS VIII, 26. 841 


Τὸ πνεῦμα, the Spirit. But what Spirit? Our own mind? A 
filial Spirit? Or the Spirit of God? Each of these methods of 
exegesis has been defended. 1 was once inclined to regard the second 
meaning as the most probable; principally on account of the 27th 
verse, It is natural to ask: Does not the epithet, ὁ ἐρευνῶν τὰς 
καρδίας, designate him who knows the secrets of the iuman breast, 
and not him who knows the secrets of the Spirit of God, i.e. his 
own secrets? Then again, φρόνημα τοῦ πνεύματος, in the same 
verse, seems to mean, the mind, will, design of the human heart or 
spirit; and again, Where in all the Scriptures is the Spirit of God 
represented as making intercession (ἐντυγχάνει) for the saints? These 
difficulties led me, as they have done many others, to construe 
πνεῦμα as meaning πνεῦμα υἱοθεσίας, comp. ver. 15. But a re~ 
investigation of this subject, has now, on the whole, made me to 
doubt this exegesis; and this for reasons which will be specified in 
the sequel. 

Let the reader first compare πνεῦμα in vs. 2, 4, 5, 6, 9, 11, 13, 14,23, 
where it clearly means the Spirit of God or of Christ, and he will feel 
the weight of probability that the writer here uses πνεῦμα in the like 
sense. That Spirit which sanctifies Christians, which subdues their 
fleshly appetites, which gives them a filial temper, which bestows a 
foretaste of future glory,—this same Spirit aids Christians in all their 
sufferings and sorrows; and consequently they ought patiently to 
endure them, It cannot be denied, that intensity of meaning is given 
to the whole passage, by this exegesis. 

Συναντιλαμβάνεται, helps; but in the Greek, σύν augments the 
signification, so that one might translate, greatly assists, affords much 
help,—AaBevetacc ἡμῶν, our infirmities, seems to mean, our frail, infirm, 
afflicted, troubled state ; and this accords entirely with the context. 

Τὸ γάρ, κιτιλ.ν γάρ illustrantis again; for the sequel shews what 
our condition is, and how the Spirit aids us. Τὸ yap....ob« 
οἴδαμεν, for we know not what we should pray for as we ought; i.e. in 
our perplexities, weaknesses, ignorance, and distresses, we are often at 
a loss what would be best for us, or most agreeable to the will of God 
respecting us. Kao δεῖ, i.e, the object for which we should pray 
καθὸ δεῖ, viz. κατὰ τὸ θέλημα τοῦ θεοῦ (comp. 1 John v. 14), is frequently 
unknown to us. 

In this state, the same Spirit, αὑτὸ τὸ πνεῦμα, the same who sane- 
tifies us, dwells in us, and helps our infirmities—this same Spirit 
intercedes for us, ὑπερεντυγχάνει ὑπὲρ ἡμῶν, where ὑπέρ in composition 
with the yerb, augments the force of it. 
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Prayer or supplication, however, made by the Sparit, ie. the Spirit 
of God as such and by himself, is not here mtemded. So the sequel 
clearly shews. The Spirit makes ἐπίεττειαῖσα for us creveypex 
ἀλαλήτοες. in sighs or croans which are unutterable, ic. the full meaning 
of which cannot be spoken in words. Or ἀλαλήτοις may mean, thet 
which is act uticred. that which is miernal, suppressed sighs. Either 
sense is good : and either gives an intense meaning. In this way, then, 
longing and high desires for conformity to God, and for deliverme 

from evil, and for the enjoyment of ἔπτατο biessedmess, that these 
desires become unutterable ; no language can adequately express them. 
What is thus done in the souls of believers through the influence of the 
Spirit, is here attnbated to him: i.e. he 1s said to do, what they do 
under his special influence. 

In accordance with sich a sentiment, Fenelon, in his Essay entitled, 
Que [Esprit de Dies euseigne en dedans, “That the Spirit of God 
teaches internally.’ says in a very striking manner: “ The Spirit of 
God is the soul of our soul.” So Augustine, with equal correctness. 
and concinnity : “ Non Spiritus Sanctus im semetipso apad semet- 


fact, Tract. VI. in Johan. § 2°: that is, ‘ the Divine Spirit does not 
gtoan or intercede im and by himself, as God and belonging to the 
Trinity : bat he intercedes by his imffuence upon us, and by leading us 
to aspiratens which language cannot express:’ a sentiment equally 
true and striking 

(27) Ὁ ἐὲ ἐρευνῶν τὰς caxcac, a common appellation of God 
who is omsisciest: comp Ps. τῇ. 9(10'. Jer. xi. 20.—Olce τὸ φρό- 
να cor rreruaroc, Aucercth the desire of the Sperit or the mind of 
the Spirit, i.e. what is sought after, willed, or when these 
στεναγοὶ ἀλάαλῆττε. excited by him, arise. In other words: ‘ The 
Searcher of hearts does not need that desires should be clothed or 
expressed in language. in order perfectly to understand them and to 
listen τὸ them.” 

It is not the mind of the Spirit of God, in itself considered and 
as belonging to the Godhead. that the Searcher of hearts is here 
represented as Knowing. It is the mind or destre of the Spérit, as 
disclused ἐν στενανμος ἀλαλυτῶες τῶν ἀνίων, that the writer means to 
designate. In this way, there is no difficulty in applying πνεῦμα to the 
Spirit of God. 

“Ort cara... . ἀγεων, decause he tatercedes for the saints 
ta the will of Ged. To construe cara Geer, to Ged, as if it were 
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πρὸς θεόν here, the usus loquendi of the language absolutely forbids ; 
for ἐντυγχάνει κατὰ... means to accuse; in which case, also, κατά 
must be followed by the Genitive. Κατὰ θεόν, then, must mean 
secundum Deum, i.e. κατὰ τὸ θέλημα τοῦ θεοῦ, comp. 1 John ν. 14. 
So the Syriac version, Chrysostom, Tholuck, Flatt, and others. Comp. 
for this se of κατά, Rom. viii. 4. 2 Cor. xi, 17. Rom. ii. 2. Luke 
fi, 22, 24, 27, 39, et al. 

Sentiment’: ‘The Searcher of hearts knows all that the sighs of his 
children mean, when these are excited by his Spirit; for the Spirit 
excites in them unutterable desires, in accordance with the will of God, 
ie, desires for what is agreeable to his will or proper for him to grant ; 
to which, therefore, he will readily listen.” 

In this mode of exegesis, all difficulties seem to be removed, and one 
is enabled to maintain a uniform and consistent meaning of πνεύμα 
throughout the whole chapter. 

‘The Christian who reads this passage with a spirit that responds 
to the sentiments which it discloses, cannot avoid lifting up his soul 
to God, with overflowing gratitude for his mercies, Here, we are 
poor and wretched and miserable and blind and naked, and in want 
of all things; we are crushed before the moth; we all do fade asa 
leaf, and the wind taketh us away; we are often in distress, in dark- 
ness, in perplexity, in straits from which we can see no escape, 
no issue; even in far the greater number of cases, we know not 
what will be for our ultimate and highest good, and so “know 
not what we should: pray for as we ought:" but then, the Spirit of 
the living God is present with all the true followers of the Saviour ; 
he excites desires in their souls of liberation from sin and present evil, 
of heavenly blessedness and holiness, greater than words can express, 
‘The soul can only vent itself in sighs, the meaning of which language 
is too feeble to express. Often we do not know enough of the con- 
sequences or designs of present trials and sufferings, even to venture 
on making a definite request with regard to them; because we do 
not know whether relief from them is best or not. The humble 
Christian, who feels his need of chastisement, will very often be 
Drought to such a state. Then what a high and precious privilege it 
is, that our “ unutterable sighs” should be heard and understood by 
Him who searches our hearts! Who can read this without emotion ? 
Such are the blessings purchased for sinners by redeeming blood! Such 
the consolations which flow from the throne of God, for a groaning and 
dying world! 
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(29) "Ὅτι οὖς προέγνω. The course of thought seems to be thus: 
* All things must work together for good to Christians—to such as are 
called to the privileges of a filial relation, and were chosen before the 
world began, to be conformed to the image of God, and to be advanced 
toa state ofglory. The everlasting love and purpose of God cannot be 
disappointed.’ Ὅτι, κι τ, ἃ, introduces the reasons, why it is certain 
that all things will work together for the good of true Christians. 

Προέγνω, foreknew, or before decreed or constituted or determined, 
(viz. as κλητοί, elect, saints, chosen, see on ver. 28), a word endlessly 
disputed, But whether theology or philology has been the predomi- 
nating element in the dispute, it is not difficult for an impartial reader 
to decide. My object and argument shall be philological. 1 would 
seek for what the apostle does say; not for what I may conjecture he 
ought to say. 

Πρό, in composition, gives the additional signification of previous 
time, formerly ; the action designated by the verb remaining the same 
as is signified by the simple form of the word. What then does 
γινώσκω mean? Tt means, (1) To know in any manner generally; to 
know by the aid’ of any of the bodily senses, by hearing, &c., or by 
experience, trial; Lat. cognoscere, sentire. (2) To be acquainted with, 
to perceive so as fully to apprehend, to take knowledge of, to make one's 
self acquainted with. (8) To recognize one as a known friend, a familiar 

nce; Matt. vii. 23. Mark vii. 24. 1 Cor. viii. 3. Gal. iv. 9. 
2 Tim. ii, 19, Heb, xiii.23. To the same purpose is the correspond- 
ing Hebrew 27) employed ; i. 6. it means to love, to regard with affection, 
to treat with favour ; e.g. it is said of God in respect to the saints, 
Ps. i. G. exliy. 3. Amos iii. 2, Nahum i.7; of men in respect to God, 
Hos. viii, 2. Ps. xxxvi. 11. ix. 11. Job xviii. 21, The first and 
second classes of meaning above given are so common, and so easily 
confirmed by any of the lexicons, that I have deemed it superfluous to 
adduce examples, which every one may find in abundance by consulting 
his lexicon. 

Tpoéyvw then may mean, he before loved, he before reggrded with 
affection, he before looked on with favour, In this sense many have 
here understood the word ; e.g. Origen, Erasmus, Mosheim, Baumgarten, 
E, Schmidius, and generally the Arminians. 

On the other hand; Theophylact, CZcumenius, Ambrose, Augustine, 
Bucer, Balduin, Hunnius, Calovius, Heumann, and others, have con- 
strued xpoéyvw here as meaning, he foreknew, understood in the literal 
and primary sense of the word; i-e., say the Lutheran commentators 
in general: ‘God foreknew that the «Anroé would freely believe.” In 

: 
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the same way, many at the present day construe this text. But the 
question on which all turns, as to this interpretation, is: Does the 
apostle here represent the calling and justification and glorification of 
the xAnrol, as the result of God’s love to them, or of their love to him? 
That is, did God bring them by his Spirit into a state of grace, because 
they loved him first, or before they were brought into this state; or did 
he by his mercy bring them into this state, so that they might love him? 
This question is finally and fully settled by such texts as 1 Johniv. 
10, 19. John xv. 16. Rom. v.6—10. Jer. xxxi. 8. 2 Tim. i. 9, ob κατὰ 
τὰ ἔργα ἡμῶν---ἀλλὰ κατὰ πρόθεσιν καὶ χάριν τὴν δοθεῖσαν .... πρὸ 
χρόνων αἰωνίων. It is settled by the nature of the case. The Spirit 
of God “ breathes on the valley of dry bones ;” he “ quickens those who 
are dead in trespasses and sins ;” he “calls the dead to life;” he ‘‘ creates 
anew in Christ Jesus ;” sinners are “born of the Spirit ;” and it is in 
this way, and in this only, that they come to love God; for ‘‘ the carnal 
mind is enmity against God, and is not subject to his law, nor indeed 
can be ;” and that “ which is born of the flesh is flesh.’ It is God who 
first loves us (1 John iv. 10, 19), before we come to love him. There 
is no setting aside declarations so plain, so full, so often repeated as 
these. 

_ We cannot embrace that view of προέγνω, then, which makes the 
manifestation of God’s love to his children to depend on his foresight 
of their meritorious obedience, or their love towards him. It is un- 
doubtedly true, it must be so, that God foresees and perfectly knows 
all the love and obedience which his children will ever exhibit; and 
it is equally certain, that he has before determined to reward these 
in proportion to their desert. But this cannot be the ground of his 
causing them, when they are his enemies and dead in trespasses and 
sins, to become συμμόρφους τῆς εἰκόνος τοῦ νἱοῦ αὑτοῦ. It must for ever 
remain true, that we are brought “to love him, because he first loved 
us.” 

It should also be observed, in regard to the exegesis now in question, 
that it gives a ground or reason of God’s foreknowledge in this case, 
which the text does not give. The text does not say why or how God 
foreknew; but merely that he did so. Of this more in the sequel. 

In the sense of No.3 above, viz. that of approving, loving, regarding 
with approbation or affection, Origen, Martyr, Calvin, and many others 
take xpofyyw here. But those who embrace this sentiment respecting 
προέγνω, are divided; some saying that God before loved his saints, 
because he foresaw their character and good works ; others, that out of 
his mere good pleasure he set his love wpon them. In the latter way, 
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Calvin, Beza, the Westminster Catechism, and most of the Calvinistic 
writings take it. But our text, it should be observed, assigns neither 
the one reason nor the other; it states the simple fact, and no more. 

I do not. see that any conclusive objections can be urged against 
adopting the sense of before loving or regarding with affection ; because 
the like sense of the verbs γινώσκω and DT} is common, It is only 
when the reason for doing this is forced upon us, as being disclosed in 
the text itself, that I should object to such an exegesis. 

With Tholuck, however, I prefer a sense of προέγνω, different from 
any yet mentioned ; and this merely from the philology of the passage. 
It is well known in respect to γινώσκω, that it sometimes means volo, 
constituo mecum, I will, I wish, I determine with myself, I resolve or deter= 
mine or decide ; and of course, J ordain, constitute, decree. So Rom, 
vii. 15. So Josephus: ὁ θεὸς ἔγνω τιμωρίσασθαι αὐτούς, God hath 
determined to punish them, Antiq. I, 2; comp. also Antiq. II. 4, 5 and 
11. 12, 8. So Psalt. Sal. 17, 47: ἣν ἔγνω ὁ θεὸς ἀναστῆσαι, which 
God hath determined to establish. In like manner Plutarch: ἔγνω, 
φυγεῖν ἀποδημίᾳ τὴν ὑπόνοιαν, he determined to avoid suspicion by going 
abroad, Lyc. c. ὃ. Polybius: ἔγνωσαν διὰ μάχης κρίνειν τὰ πράγματαν 
they have determined to decide matters by appeal to arms, V. 82. 

That προγινώσκω may have the like sense, is clear from 1 Pet. i. 20; 
where προεγνωσμένου πρὸ καταβολῆς κόσμου (said of Christ) means 
plainly, before decreed, before constituted or determined. In the like 
sense (as many think) is it used in Rom. xi. 2, God hath not cast away 
his people ὃν προέγνω, whom he chose to be his or constituted his, viz. 
before the foundation of the world; comp. 1 Pet. 1.90, Eph. iii. 11. 
2Tim.i.9. And in accordance with this, πρόγνωσις is used; e.g. 
Acts ii. 24, where it is the equivalent of ὡρισμένη βουλή. So also in 
1 Pet. i,2; and it is the same as πρόθεσις, in 2 Tim, i. 9. Eph. iii. 11. 

In this view of the subject, ὃν xpoéyvw is to be regarded as a resump- 
tion of the idea expressed by κατὰ πρύθεσιν κλητοῖς in ver. 28, i. e. those 
who by his purpose were «Ayroi, those whom προέγνω —i.e. whom he 
had before chosen ot constituted his κλητοί--- προώρισε, x.r.d. ‘That πρό 
in composition here means, before the foundation of the world, may be 
seen by comparing 1 Petsi, 20, 2'Tim, 1.9. Eph. iii, 11. 

The objections to this view of the subject do not scem to be 
weighty ; and they lie equally against translating προέγνω, he foreknew, 
or he loved before. If God did actually foreknow who were to be 
his κλητοί, then it was not uncertain whether they would be or 
not, If he rovep them before the foundation of the world, then it 
must have been, that he did foreknow that they would be his κλητοί" 
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and this again makes the same certainty. If he determined before 
the foundation of the world that they should be his κλητοί, then 
again the same certainty existed, and no more. Nay even if we 
could abstract God and his purposes from the whole, and suppose 
the order of the universe to move on in its constituted way, the same 
certainty would still have existed. I do not see, therefore, in what 
way we can avoid the conclusion, that certainty must exist by the 
divine purpose and counsel, in regard to the κλητοί ----α certainty 
not merely that they will be saved, provided they believe and obey 
and persevere in so doing; but a certainty that the cara πρόθεσιν 
κλητοί will be brought to believe and obey and persevere, and will 
therefore obtain salvation ; for such is the manifest tenor of the whole 


passage. 

Still, all those of any party in theology, who draw from προέγνω 
the conclusion that God fore-ordatned or chose or loved, out of his 
mere good pleasure, on the one hand; or from his foresight of faith 
and good works on the other; deduce from the text what is not in 
it, for it says neither the one nor the other. It avers merely, that 
the xara πρόθεσιν κλητοί were foreknown, or fore-loved, or fore-de- 
termined. Construe this in whatever way you will, if there be any 
objection against the one, there is the same against the other, unless 
you remove it by adding a condition which the apostle has not added. 
It lies on the face of the whole paragraph, that certainty of fature 
glory to all the κλητοὶ θεοῦ, is what the writer means to affirm; and 
to affirm it by shewing that it is part of the everlasting purposes of 
God. 

Kai προώρισε, he also fore-ordained, predestinated, decreed before, 
viz. before the foundation of the world. So, clearly, the word is used 
in Acts iv. 28. 1 Cor. ii. 7, expressly πρὸ τῶν αἰώνων. Eph. i. δ, 11. 
Bretschneider (Lex.) says, that the decree here has respect merely 
to the external privileges of the gospel, and not to eternal salvation ; 
which is directly contradicted by 1 Cor. ii. 7---εἰς δόξαν ἡμῶν" by 
Eph. i. 5— εἰς υἱοθεσίαν διὰ ᾿Ιησοῦ Χριστοῦ... «ἐν ᾧ ἔχομεν τὴν 
ἀπολύτρωσιν .... and ver. 11, iv ᾧ ἐκληρώθημεν, προορισθέντες 
κατὰ πρόθεσιν, x.r.A. In like manner, the whole tenor of the passage 
before us clearly contradicts this; for here the subject is, final and 
future glory, not merely present opportunities and external advantages 
for acquiring Christian knowledge. The only remaining passage where 
the word is used (Acts iv. 28), employs it in an entirely different 
connexion, but with the plain sense of before decreed. The sense of the 
whole is: ‘ Those who are «Anroé according to the purpose of God, 
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those whom he determined from everlasting to save, he did αἱ the same 
time predestinate to be conformed to the image,’ §c. 

Συμμόρφους is here used as a noun, having the Gen. after it; if 
employed as an adjective, it would require the Dative; συμμύρφους . 
αὑτοῦ, to be of the like form with the image of his own Son, ive. to 
be like him, to resemble him in a moral respect. God has not then 
(as is often objected to the doctrine of predestination) decreed that 
men should be saved whether they be sinful or holy, i.e. without 
any regard to the character which they may have; but he has 
determined, that all who are conducted to glory must resemble, in a 
moral respect, him who leads them to glory, i.e. the great Captain of 
their salvation. 

Eig τὸ εἶναι... .« ἀδελφοῖς, that he [the Son] should be the first-born 
among many brethren ; i.e. that the Saviour should, in his office as 
Lord of all and Head over all things for his church, still sustain a 
fraternal relation to those whose leader he is, they being made to 
resemble him by being made partakers of the like qualities or affections; 
comp. Heb, ii, 11—18. On πρωτότοκος, comp. Ps, Ixxxix. 27, (28), 
Exod. iv. 39, Heb. i. 6. Col. i. 15. 

(80) Οὖς δὲ προώρισε, and whom he fore-ordained, ot predestinated, 
viz. to be conformed to the image of his Son. In other words, whom 
he before determined to regenerate and sanctify, to purify from sin, and 
to make holy in some measure as the Saviour is holy. 

Τούτους καὶ ἐκάλεσε, the same did he also call. Is this the so named 
effectual calling; or does it mean nothing more than the external 
invitation of the gospel, the moral suasion of it addressed to the 
heart and understanding of sinners? That the external call is often 
designated by the word καλέω, is clear enough from such passages 
as Matt. ix. 13, Mark ii. 17. Luke v. 32. Gal. i, 6. v.8, 13. Eph. iv. 
1,4,&. But the word καλέω may also be applied to effectual 
calling, ive. such a calling as ensures acceptance. In such a way 
κλῆσις and κλητός are, beyond all doubt, usually applied to effectual 
calling or election. So here, ἐκάλεσε manifestly means, such a@ calling 
as proceeds from the πρόθεσις, from the fore-knowledge and from the 
predetermination of God in respect to the objects of it, and which 
is followed by justification or pardon of sin, and final glory, If this 
be not effectual calling, what is? Such a call as proceeds from the 
everlasting purpose and love of God, and ends in heavenly glory, is 
something more than an external motive or suasory argument, merely 
addressed to the mind. 

Τούτους καὶ ἐδικαίωσεν, the same he also justified; i.e. pardoned, 
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acquitted, absolved from the penalty of the divine law, accepted and 
treated as righteous.—Oie δὲ... ἐδόξασε, and those whom he jus- 
tified, the same he also glorified ; the work, begun in accordance with 
his everlasting love and purpose, he carries through and consummates, 
by bestowing endless glory in heaven upon the κατὰ πρόθεσιν eAnrol. — 

How then can the mere eternal invitations and privileges 
gospel be here meant? Is it indeed true, that all to whom these 
are extended are κλητοί ἢ If so, then what is to be the lot of those, to 
whom the gospel is not made known? Whether it be true, moreover, 
that all who hear the gospel will be saved, may be determined from 
such texts as John xv. 22—24, ix. 41. iii, 19. Heb. ii, 1—8. iii, 18,19, 
vi. 4—6. x. 26—30, Mark xvi. 16. It may, with equal certainty, be 
determined from vs, 1—11 of the present chapter, where the distinetion 
between σαρκικοί and πγευματικοῖ is broad and clear, If now all who 
enjoy the external privileges of the gospel, are not κλητοί or κεκλημένοι. 
in the sense of the present passage, then must it be true, that such 
only as are conformed to the image of Christ will be saved. And that all 
who enjoy the external privileges of the gospel, are conformed to the 
image of Christ, will not, I trust, be asserted by ‘any coniidernte 5... 
See Excursus VIII. 

(81) Té....ravra; what shall we say in respect to these things? 
i.e. what shall we say, now, in reference to the facts and principles 
which I have just mentioned, viz. the purposes of God in respect to the 
κλητοί, and the manner in which he deals with them? The sequel 
answers this question; the sum of which is, that ‘such being the 
purposes of God, none of the sorrows or troubles of life, yea none of the 
spiritual enemies and opposers of the children of God, will be able to 
disappoint or frustrate their hopes.’ 

El ὁ θεὸς . «- «. ἡμῶν ς IF Goa be on or ide, espouse our cause, 
who can contend with success against him ? 

(82) Ὃς yé, Ker.A., even he who spared not his own Son. Dé; 
quidem, German eben; “ yé.... vim verbi auget, i.¢. intensiva est.” 
τ  Ἰδίου, his own, his genuine, in opposition to, or in distinction from, 
υἱοῦ θετοῦ, an adopted son; c.g. Abraham prepared to offer up his own 
son as ἃ sacrifice, instead of selecting a supposititious or adopted heir, 
Yet by own here, we are not to understand a son more humano, but a 
Son μονογενής, in a sense stated by Luke, i. 35; Son being evidently 
used here not for the divine Logos as such, but for the Messiah clothed 
with our nature ; as the sequel plainly shews. -υ 

Οὐκ ἐφείσατο, he spared not, i.e. he did not withhold; ἃ λεπτότης, 
ice. a negative form of expression, which has an affirmative meaning 
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equivalent to ἐχαρίσατο, he gave. So the sequel; ἀλλ᾽... .. αὐτόν, 
but gave him up for us all, i.e. gave him up to suffering and death, 
devoted him to be a sacrifice for our sins; comp. John iii, 16, Luke 
xxii, 19. Gal.i, 4, Πάντων is plainly the same here as ἡμεῖς, i.e. all 

Πῶς oby2.... χαρίσεται, how [can it be] that with him he will 
not bestow even all things upon us? That is : * How can we possibly 
suppose, that, after having bestowed the greatest of all gifts upon us, 
viz. his own Son, he will refuse to bestow those gifts which are smaller 
and less costly ?’ 


‘Tholuck says here, that ‘the apostle has assured Christians (in the paragraph 
before us], that nothing shall hurt them, unless they injure themselves." And 
again: “If the Calvinistic idea [of perseverance] had been intended to be con- 
veyed [by the apostle], he must also have said, that neither apostasy nor sin 
would, under any circumstances, have rendered their calling uncertain, or dis- 
appointed it.” That this may be rendered uncertain, he thinks is shewn by 
2 Pet. i. 10. 

But if exhortations, commands, and threatenings of a most awful nature, 
addressed to Christians, are to be considered as implying an uncertainty 
whether the work which God has begun in Christians will be completed ; then 
the Bible is indeed fall of proof that they may fall away and finally perish; for 
it is filled with passages of such a nature. Above all, does the epistle to the 
Hebrews abound in them. But, while it is impossible to deny this; or even to 
deny, that if Christians were left to themselves they would fall away every day 
and hour of their lives; one may still, without any just cause of reproach, be 
permitted to believe with the apostle, that ‘whom God calls, he justifies and 
glorifies ;” he may believe, with the same apostle, that “if Christ died for us 
while we were yet sinners, while we were ἀσθενεῖς καὶ ἀσεβεῖς, mucn sont, 
being justified (i.e, obtaining pardon through his blood], shall we be saved 
from wrath,” Rom. y.6—10, How can we then put a construction so frigid, 
on this most animated and energetic passage which is now before us? * The 
purposes of God,’ says the apostle, ὁ will not be disappointed in bringing his 
elect to glory.’ Why? ‘ Because, since God hath given his own Son, the 
greatest possible gift, to redeem them from sin, therefore their redemption 
remaineth not uncertain, but will be accomplished.’ This reasoning we can 
see and feel. But how is it with the exegesis of Tholuck? ‘ God will save 
you from the power of external causes of disappointment, if you only take 
care yourselves of the internal ones.’ Indeed? But I have great difficulty to 
find, in all this, the consolation or assurance which I need. It is offering me 
only a single drop of water, when I am ready to faint with thirst, and need a 
copious draught, Ten thousand thousand enemies without, are not half so strong 
as the one within ; and if God's gift of his own Son has not secured sanetifying 
and restraining grace for his children, which shall enable them to * crucify the 


fom 


352 ROMANS VIII. 32, 88. 


old man with his Insts, and to put on the new man,’ then is the we 
incomplete, but it will most certainly fail of being finally ac 
world and the devil would have little influence over us, indeed, were « s 
altogether right toward God ; and certain it is, that all other combats : 
skirmishes, compared with the warfare that is going on within us, by reason of 
out internal enemy, a corrupt heart. But did not Christ die to redeem us from 
the dangers of this most powerful of all enemies, so well as from other dangers? 
If not, then we may abandon all hopes which the gospel inspires, and give our- 
selves up, after all, for lost, But no, no! This exegesis does not 

object which the apostle has in view. It is and must be true, that “if when 
were enemies, we were reconciled to God by the death of his Son, aucm sone 
being reconciled, we shall be saved by his life,” Rom v, 10. 

But all this purpose (which belongs only to the counsels and mercy of God) 
does not hinder Paul, nor any other sacred writer, from reproving, warn 
and threatening Christians, just as if they were liable, every day and 
their lives, to fall away and to lose the glorious reward of the saints, Jn thea 
selves considered, they are liable to this; and God employs the very means in 
question, to preserve them against apostasy. Thus, while we admit that the 
promises of Christ will not fail, nor the efficacy of atoning blood be 
while we believe that “ where God has begun a good work, he will carry it into 
execution (ἐπιτελέσει) until the day of Jesus Christ” (Phil. i, 6); we admit in 
the fullest manner the importance and duty of warning, reproving, 
and threatening Christians, just as we should do were there no direct 
that “whom God calls he justifies, and whom he justifies he glorifies.” We 
admit all this, because the sacred writers evidently admit it, and write con- 
stantly ina manner that accords with this admission. =a 


(83) Tic «νον θεοῦ; Who shall bring an accusation against the elect 
of God? That is: ‘Who shall prefer an accusation against them, 
crimes that would occasion their condemnation, when they come before 
the tribunal of God?” "ExAekrav, Heb. VB, "13,717933, chosen, dear, 
beloved, precious; comp. 1 Pet. ii.9. Luke xxiii. 35. 1 Pet. i. 1. 
Matt. xxiv. 22, 31. Mark xiii. 20. Luke xviii. 7. Col. iii. 12. Tit.i. 1. 
Rev, xvii, 14; also Matt. xx. 16. xxii, 14, (where ἐκλεκτοί is used in 
distinction from κλητοῖ). That ἐκλεκτῶν here means 
than merely ἀγαπητοί, may be seen from comparing ver. 28 
κατὰ πρόθεσιν... κλητοί" also 1 Petsi. 1,2, ἐκλεκτοῖς .... card 
πρόγνωσιν θεοῦ πατρός. 

Θεὸς ὁ δικαιῶν, it is God who justifieth. So I prefer to render and to 
point it, viz. by making this phrase an answer to the preceding question, 
So Luther, Tholuck, our English version, and most commentators. On 
the other hand, Augustine, Erasmus, Locke, Schéttgen, Griesbach, 
Knapp, and others, put an interrogation point after δικαιῶν, and like- 
wise after all the succeeding clauses; with diminished emphasis, as it 
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seems to me, and certainly with no great probability; for how can we 
well suppose that seventeen successive questions are here put, without 
any answer or intervening matter, as Dr. Knapp's and Griesbach’s 
pointing represents them to be? Θεὸς ὁ δικαιῶν means God acquits, 
pardons, forgives the sins τῶν ἐκλειτῶν. Now as God is the supreme 
and final judge, how can any accusation against them occasion their 
condemnation ? 

(34) Τίς ὁ κατακρίνων; Who shall condemn, or be the condemner ? 
i.e. who shall pass sentence of condemnation? God acquits; can any 
besides him condemn? No; Christ has prevented all condemnation by 
his death; Χριστὸς ὁ ἀποθανών, i.e. his death haying made expiation 
for the sins of believers, no sentence of condemnation can now be 
passed. I construe Χριστὸς ὁ ἀποθανών as an answer to the preceding 
question; so Tholuck and Flatt. 

Μᾶλλον 2... ἡμῶν, yea rather, who is also risen, and is at the right 
hand of God, and intercedes for us ; i, e. Christ not only died to make 
atonement for our sins, but he is risen from the dead, and is exalted to 
the throne of Majesty in the heavens, in order that he may complete 
the glorious work which he began by his death. In regard to the 
phrase ἐν δεξιᾷ τοῦ θεοῦ, see my Comm. on Heb. i, 3. 

"Evrvyxdvee conveys the general meaning of aiding, assisting, ma- 
naging one’s concerns for his advantage, &c.; comp. Heb. vii, 25. ix.24. 
1 John ii. 1, 

In construing the passage in this way, I remove the interrogation 
points after the respective clauses, and substitute a comma after the 
first and second, and a period after the third. 

(35) Τίς «... Χριστοῦ; Who shall separate us from the love of Christ ἢ 
i.e. from that love which he cherishes for us; for so the tenor of the 
passage plainly demands that we should contrue it. Calvin remarks 
on ric here (instead of τί), that the apostle uses τές, because he considers 
all creatures and trials here as so many athlete, striving against the 
efforts of Christians, 

Θλίψις, ἣ στενοχωρία, ἣ διωγμός ; i. 6. shall vewation from without, or 
anziety from within, or persecution by the enemies of the Christian reli- 
gion, effect a separation from the love of Christ? Θλέψις is strictly 
applicable to any strait or pressure which comes from circumstances, 
ive. from external causes; στενοχωρία (lit. narrowness of place), is 
applied more especially to anxiety of mind; διωγμός is sufficiently 
plain, as it obviously designates distresses arising from the rage and 
malice of persecutors. All three words together designate intensively 
the general idea of trouble or distress. 
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Bodily sufferings and dangers next follow; for to these, Christians, 
who live in periods of persecution, must of course be peculiarly exposed. 
Famine and nakedness are the natural result of being driven from home, 
and made to wander in deserts and desolate places. Persl and sword 
are necessarily connected with the bitter hostility of persecution. 

(86) The quotation here comes from Ps. xliv. 28 (Sept. xliii. 22), 
and is applied to the state of Christians in the apostle’s times, as it was 
originally to those whom the Psalmist describes; in other words, the 
apostle describes the state of suffering Christians, by the terms which 
were employed in ancient days to describe the suffering people of God. 
—'Odny τὴν ἡμέραν, pin», continually, unremittingly. 

"EdoyloOnpev ὡς πρόβατα σφαγῆς, we are counted, i.e. we are reckoned, 
regarded, dealt with, as sheep for the slaughter, i.e. we are killed as 
slaughter-sheep, unremittingly and without mercy. 

(87) ᾿Αλλά, but, still, i.e. notwithstanding these severe pressures and 
trials.— Ev τούτοις πᾶσιν, in all these, viz. all these sufferings and sor- 
rows.— Ὑπερνικῶμεν, we are more than conquerors, an intensive, powerful 
form of expression, used with great appropriateness and significancy 
here. — Διὰ .... ἡμᾶς, i.e. through Christ who loved us, viz. in 
consequence of the strength and courage which he imparts; comp. 
Phil. iv. 18. 7 

(38) Θάνατος .... ζωή, death, here seems plainly to mean, a violent 
death by the hands of persecutors. Zw, on the other hand, seems to 
be life on condition of recanting a profession of the Christian religion. 
It was customary with persecutors, in order to win Christians over to 
heathenism, to terrify with threats of death in case they persevered 
in their profession; and also to allure with promises of life, in case 
they abjured it. To this usage the words θάνατος and ζωή here very 
naturally refer. 

Οὔτε ἄγγελοι, οὔτε ἀρχαὶ .. .. οὔτε δυνάμεις, neither angels, nor prin- 
cipalities, nor powers. The separation of δυνάμεις here from ἀρχαί, by 
an intervening clause, has been a matter of difficulty among critics of 
all ages. But as this separation does in fact exist in all the best manu- 
scripts, and in the Coptic, Armenian and Syriac versions, we are obliged, 
as critics, to receive it as it stands, and to interpret it in the best 
manner we can. 

The principal difficulty has arisen from the supposition, that δυνάμεις 
must have been intended by the writer here, to designate an order of 
angels, either good or bad. This supposition was natural, because we 
find words of the same and the like kind, elsewhere ranged together to 
designate such classes or orders; e.g. Eph. i.21, .... ἀρχῆς, καὶ 
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ἐξουσίας, καὶ δυνάμεως" Col. i. 16, εἴτε θρόνοι, εἴτε κυριότητες, εἴτε ἀρχαὶ, 
εἴτε ἐξουσίαι" 1 Pet. iii, 29, ἀγγέλων, καὶ ἐξουσίων, καὶ δυναμέων. The 
Seventy often render N2¥ (exercitus) by δύναμις. And this seems to 
give us a key to the meaning of the word, when it is applied to the 
angels. However, in the passages just cited, different ranks or orders 
of angels would seem to be designated. Is this in accordance with the 
Jewish usus loquendi ? 

So far as we can gather, from the Old Testament and from the 
Rabbins, what this usage was, we may answer in the affirmative, 
Thus in Dan. xii. 1, Michael is called the great prince. In Isaiah 
vi. 1, seq., the Seraphim are represented as presence-angels (so to 
speak) of Jehovah. In Matt. xviii. 10, the guardian angels of little 
children are also represented, by our Saviour, as the presence-angels 
of Jehovah, And with regard to the Rabbins, it is well known that 
they made a great many different orders of angels; e.g. D272, 
DYER, DEW, Owhy, OT DATE, DvbDwT, DEA, aD; 
and also TT, D970, and ONDD, i. 6. κυριότητες, ἀρχαί, and 
θρόνοι. 

From all this it appears, that angels and principalities and powers 
correspond exactly to some of the Jewish orders of angels; and that, 
so far as the possibility of meaning is here concerned, there lies no 
difficulty in the way of applying these three words to angels. Nay, we 
may advance still farther, and say, that in respect to ἄρχαί at least, it 
is quite improbable that it should have been intended to designate 
magistrates of any kind. “Ayyedo and dpyai may very naturally be 
taken as designating angels and archangels; ‘comp. Jude, ver. 9. 
1 Thess. iv. 16. Dan. χ. 18. xii. 1. If we understand here these two 
great divisions of angels, it will be in accordance with the usus loquendi 
of the Old Testament. The fact that ἄγγελοι and ἀρχαί are joined 
together by juxta-position, renders it probable that they belong to the 
same category of meaning; for so words of this class are commonly 
employed. 

But allowing this; are good or evil angels here meant? That evil 
angels were also distributed by the Jews into classes, is as clear as that 
good angels were classified; ὁ. α. Eph. vi. 12. 1 Cor. xv. 24. Col. 
ii. 15, where they are called ἀρχαὶ καὶ ἐξουσίαι, and in 2 Pet. ii, 4 they 
are also called ἄγγελοι. Moreover Satan is styled ὁ ἄρχων, Matt. ix. 84. 
xii, 24. John xii, 31. xiv. 30. xvi. 11. Eph. ii, 2, which implies 
precedence, i. δ. rank among evil angels. The passage in Eph. vi. 12 
seems to be most direct to our purpose, where the apostle represents 
Christians as in violent contest, πρὸς τὰς ἀρχὰς καὶ πρὸς τὰς ἐξουσίας. 
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So in the verse before us, I understand the 

neither angels nor archangels with whom we are e. neither 
the inferior evil spirits, nor Satan himself, (or it may be, Satan and 
others of similar rank,) shall be able, by all their assaults and machina- 
tions, to separate true Christians from the love of their Saviour, τὸ 

‘Tholuck supposes the good angels to be meant here; but how can 
those, “ who are sent forth to minister to such as are 
tion” (Heb. i, 14), be well supposed to be the opposers and. 
Christians? Accordingly, with Flatt, I understand ἄγγελοι and ἀρχαί 
of evil spirits. «ah 

Δυνάμεις appears not to be associated in meaning with ἄγγελοι and 
ἀρχαί, because it is not associated with them by juxta-position ; for it 
has juxta-position in all other instances, where it means angels, I 
must interpret it, therefore, as designating magistrates, civil powers, viz. 
persecuting kings and princes. That δύναμις means auctoritas, impe- 
rium, is beyond all doubt; sce Luke iv. 36, Acts iv. 7. 1 Cor. v. 4. 
Rey. xiii, 2; also Rev.iv. 11. v.12. vii. 12. xii. 10, And that the 
abstract sense may become concrete, i, e. that δύναμις may designate 
those persons who are clothed with civil power, is clear from 1 Cor. 
xv. 24, Eph, i. 21, as also from comparing its synonyme ἐξουσία, in 
Rom. xiii. I—4, 

Οὔτε ἐνεστῶτα οὔτε μέλλοντα, neither [troubles] present nor future; 
comp. Gees Ss fee She ene voy tno τς 6 
sense. The connexion demands such a sense here. 

(39) Οὔτε ὕψωμα οὔτε βάθος, lit. neither height nor depth. ἜΣ 
great variety of explanations have been given to these words; δ. g. 
Origen : * Evil spirits in the air and in Hades.’ Ambrose: ‘ Neither 
high and haughty speculation [in doctrine}, nor deep sins.’ Augustine: 
‘Idle curiosity about things above us and below us.’ Melanchthon: 
‘ Heretical speculation of the learned, and gross superstition of the 
vulgar, &c.’ So likewise: ‘Honour and dishonour,’ ‘ high place and 
low place,’ ‘ happiness and misery,’ ‘ the elevation of Christians on the 
cross, and the submersion of them in the sea,’ have all had their advo- 
cates. The meaning happiness or misery, honour or 
possible one ; but the animated and glowing spirit of the whole passage 
naturally leads the mind to expect something more elevated than this. 
“Yoc may mean heaven ; so DID, and so ὕψος ἐπ Luke i. 78. Eph. iv. 8. 
As to βάθος, it has been taken to mean the earth, and Eph. iv, 9 is 
appealed to as sustaining this interpretation, But Ps, exxxix. 
VIS NPANA, the lower parts of the earth, τὰ βάθη τῆς γῆς (( 
ἦν, 9), would be a more apposite appeal, inasmuch as here the | 
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plainly is, earth or secret recesses of the earth. On the whole, however, 
βάθος, as the antithesis of ὕψωμα, more appropriately designates the 
under-world, Visw, ᾷδης, ἄβυσσος. 

‘Thus understood, the sentiment of the apostle ends in a climax; viz. 
neither heaven, nor hell, i.e. neither the world above, nor the world below, 
οὔτε τὶς κτίσις ἑτέρα, nor any other created thing. The whole summed 
up together, and understood after the Hebrew manner of speaking, 
stands thus: ‘ The universe shall not be able to separate Christians 
from the love of Jesus, who died for them ;’ heaven above and Sheol 
below and other created things making, in the language of Scripture, 
the universe. 

‘This is indeed “ an anchor sure and steadfast, entering into that 
within the vail;” A BLESSED, CHEERING, GLORIOUS HOPE, WHICH ONLY 
THE GOSPEL AND ATONING BLOOD CAN INSPIRE! 


CHAP. IX. 1—83. 


‘With the eighth chapter concludes what may be appropriately termed the doctrinal 
part of our epistle. What follows, is either by way of forestalling or of removing 
objections, or of justifying what has been said; or else in the way of practical exhor- 
tation and caution. In previous and different parts of the epistle, the apostle had 
already advanced sentiments on the subject of salvation by grace—a salvation prof- 
fered in the same manner and on the same terms to Gentile as well as Jew—which 
he well knew would be very obnoxious to many of his kinsmen after the flesh, not 
ogee some of those| who by profesion were converts tothe Christian religion, 

in chaps. 


sanctification of believers will issue in their salvation, with the same certainty as their 
justification does. 

But how could the Jew, accustomed as he was to pride himself in his descent from 
Abraham, to regard God as his peculiar and covenant God, and to expect acceptance 
fy Bomsegeuce of bis Lineage ἀπὰ of the peculiar fayoura which ld been ahewn bo 
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objects of this promise; and that God has always, in times past, as now under the 
gospel, chosen the objects of his favour where he pleased, without regard to any 
external privileges, advantages, ot relations. 

‘What then has the apostle in reality been asserting in the eighth chapter, which he 
justifies and defends in the ninth? Surely the question in the eighth chapter is not 
one of eternal privileges ot advantages; i i one of calling, jestfeation, and lorfea- 
tion. It is one which respects the everlasting and inseparable love of Christ. 
Defence, », of the sentiments inculcated in respect to these topics, occupies 
the ninth chapter. In itself, it contains not thé great doctrine in question, that is, 
it does not directly reveal or inculcate it. The examples of God's sovereignty 


; and the principle is that which is avowed in the eighth chapter, viz, that 

κατὰ πρόθεσιν κλητοί are the certain heirs of future glory. It is the eighth 

chapter then, which is the key of the ninth; and without keeping this in view, one 

may look in vain for the object of the various examples and illustrations which 

the ninth ehapter exhibits. ἴα a word the apostle shews in the ninth chapter, that 

calling, justifying, and glorify ἔγνω, does onl that he hat a perfect 

vight to ὅδ] what is snalogoas to cateples of his dealing δὲ exhibited by the Serta 

Scriptures, and what accords with the doctrines and predictions which they contain. 

1 this way, and in this only, can weflly eee the scope, object, and connexion of the 
pint Ἢ 


ΓΞ illustrated and confirmed by all these, is the main and all-important 


g 


CHAP. IX. 1—5. 

(1) First of all, the apostle proceeds to the most solemn assurances 
of his affectionate regard for his own nation, in order to prevent 
the apprehension that he believed and taught as he had done re- 
specting the Gentiles, on account of being alienated in his affections 
from the Jews. ‘The expression of his feelings is made in glowing 
terms, 

᾿Αλήθειαν ..... Χριστῷ, I speak the truth in Christ. Most inter- 
preters regard ἐν Χριστῷ as the formula of an oath; and they appeal 
to the Hebrew form of an oath, which prefixed 3 (ἐν) to the object 
or person by whom any one sware. So also ἐν in the New Testament; 
e.g. Matt. ν. 34—36. Rev. x. 6. Dan. xii.7 (in Theodotion’s Greek 
Version). In this way I was early accustomed to construe the 
expression; and so Flatt interprets it in his Commentary. But 
Tholuck has made this interpretation very doubtful. Compare, for 
example, ἐν κυρίῳ in Eph. iv. 17, where it follows μαρτύρομαι, and 
where the formula of an oath is out of question. It is only a solemn 
declaration, such as Christ or the Spirit of Christ prompts or suggests. 
In like manner we have χαρὰ ἐν Χριστῷ, ἀγάπη ἐν Χριστῷ, κιτι λ,», 
where an oath is of course out of all question. Indeed, the phrase 
ἐν κυρίῳ, ἐν Χριστῷ, &e., occurs so often, in the sense of agreeably to 
what the Lord or Christ requires, or in accordance with what Christ by 
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his Spirit suggests, that abundant analogies are at hand to justify the 
exegesis which is given to ἐν Χριστῷ here, when we construe it as 
meaning, in accordance with Christ, or agreeably to what becomes one whe 
is in Christ, or who belongs to him. 

Οὐ ψεύδομαι repeats the affirmation and strengthens it, although the 
negative form or λιτότης is used. Comp. John i. 21. Eph. iv. 25. 
1 Sam. iii. 18, for the negative form of the expression; and 1 Tim. ii. 7, 
for the like words. 

Luppaprupovenc .... ἁγίῳ, my conscience bearing me witness, is 
the Holy Spirit. I must connect these words together, in the method 
of exegesis which is here preferred, and not join ob ψεύδομαι with 
ἐν πνεύματι ἁγίῳ, as Dr. Knapp and most other critics have done, 
making the latter phrase a part of the formula of an oath. The 
repetition of an oath here, would seem rather unlooked for and 
excessive; besides that no example elsewhere of Christians swearing 
by the Holy Ghost, can be produced. Conscience is the voice of 
God in man; or at least, the faculty on which the influence of the 
Spirit of God seems to be specially exerted. It was a conscience 
moved and enlightened by this Spirit, which, the apostle here solemnly 
declares, testified his affectionate regard for the Jewish nation; ἐν 
πνεύματι ἁγίῳ meaning, agreeably to the influence of the Holy Spirit. 

(2) “Ore... . μου, that I have great sorrow and continual anguish 
in my heart. For the like expressions of sympathy and affection 
towards others, comp. 1 Cor. 1.4. Phil. i. 3,4. Eph.i. 16. 1 Thes. i. 3. 
Rom. i. 9, 10. Philem. ver. 4. 2 Tim. i. 3, 4. 2 Cor. xi. 29. xii. 15. 

(3) A much controverted verse, and which therefore needs particular 
illustration. Nearly every word has been the subject of different and 
contested exegesis. 

Hiyouny yap αὐτός, for 7 myself could wish. Compare Acts xxv. 29, 
éfovrcuny, I could wish; Gal. iv. 20, ἤθελον, I could desire. But 
why not translate, 7 did wish, i.e. I did wish, when I was an uncon- 
verted Jew? Because, (1) The apostle designs to shew his present 
love to the Jews. Who questioned his strong attachment to them, 
when he persecuted Stephen and others, before his conversion? Or to 
what purpose could it be now to exhibit this, when his love to them 
since he became a Christian, is the only thing that is called in question? 
Then, (2) Neither the present εὔχομαι, nor the Optative εὐχοίμην, 
would accurately express what the apostle means here. Εὔχομαι (Ind. 
present) would mean, / wish by way of direct and positive affirmation, 
and with the implication that the thing wished might take place; εὐχοέμην 
(Opt.), 7 am toishing with desire, implying the possibility that the 


ROMANS ΙΧ. 3. 361 


thing wished for would take place. On the other hand (ηὐχόμην), as here 
employed, J could wish, implies, that whatever his desires may be, afterall 
the thing wished for is impossible, or it cannot take place; which is doubt- 
less the very shade of thought that the writer would design to express. 

᾿Ανάθεμα εἶναι, to be an anathema, to be devoted to destruction, or 
to be excommunicated. This difficult and controverted word needs 
a full and satisfactory illustration. In classical Greek ἀνάθεμα and 
ἀνάθημα were originally altogether equivalent or synonymous; just 
as εὕρεμα and εὕρημα were, and also ἐπίθεμα and ἐπίθημα, &c. 
(1) The proper and original meaning of ἀνάθεμα οΥ ἀνάθημα was a 
setting out or setting up of any thing consecrated to the gods, in their 
temples; such as tripods, images, statues, inscriptions, &c. ‘The 
exposure of such things in the temples, in any way, whether they 
hung up, stood up, or lay down, was ἀνάθεμα" the action of exposing 
them, or the exposure itself, was called ἀνάθεμα, Hence, (2) The 
thing itself exposed, the thing consecrated or devoted to the gods, was 
called ἀνάθεμα" by a very common principle of language, applicable 
to a great multitude of words. Then, (3) As any thing devoted or 
consecrated to the gods, was irrevocably given up to them, and was 
no more subject to common use; so when any living thing, beast or 
man, became an ἀνάθεμα, it was of course to be slain in sacrifice, and 
offered to the gods mostly as a piacular victim. In like manner, under 
the Levitical law, every O77 or ἀνάθεμει devoted to God, was incapable 
of redemption ; Lev. xxvii. 28,29, πᾶν ἀνάθεμα .««. ἀπὸ ἀνθρώπον 
ἕως κτήνους «««. ob λυτρωθήσεται, εἰλλὰ θανάτῳ θανατωθήσεται; 
comp. Judg. xi. 80, 31 and 39; which, however, is the only iristance 
on record in the Scriptures of a human ἀνάθεμα, and which at all 
events, is not encouraged by the laws of Moses. And in consequence 
of such a custom or law, cities, edifices, and their inhabitants, which 
were devoted to excision or entire destruction, were called DT, i.e. 
ἀνάθεμα as the Seventy have rendered it, So Jericho was ON, 
Josh, vi. 17, comp. ver. 21; and so the cities of the Canaanites that 
were utterly destroyed by Israel, were named TZ}, destruction. 
Any thing in fact, whether man, beast, or any sPecies of property or 
ornament, which was to be utterly destroyed, was called DC} (ἀνάθεμα) 
by the Hebrews; see Lev. xxvii. 28, 29. Deut. xiii. 15—17, and 
comp. 1 Kings xx. 42. Is, xxxiv. 5. Zech. xiv. 11. 

The Greek words ἀναθεματίζω and ἀνατίθημι correspond, in like 
manner, to the Heb. DIE] (Hiph. of ΣΤ), and mean, to pronounce to 
be an ἀνάθεμα, to give up as an ἀνάθεμα, i.e. to set apart or deliver 
over to destruction. 


AA 
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Bodily sufferings and dangers next follow; for to these, Christians, 
who live in periods of persecution, must of course be peculiarly exposed. 
Famine and nakedness are the natural result of being driven from home, 
and made to wander in deserts and desolate places. Persd and swerd 
are necessarily connected with the bitter hostility of persecution. 

(86) The quotation here comes from Ps. xliv. 23 (Sept. xlii. 22), 
and is applied to the state of Christians in the apostle’s times, as it was 
originally to those whom the Psalmist describes; in other words, the 
apostle describes the state of suffering Christians, by the terms which 
wore employed in ancient days to describe the suffering people of God. 
—"Orny τὴν ἡμέραν, pine, continually, unremittingly. 

"ENoyloOnpuer we πρόβατα σφαγῆς, we are counted, i.e. we are reckoned, 
regarded, dealt with, as sheep for the slaughter, i.e. we are killed as 
alaughter-sheep, unremittingly and without mercy. 

(37) ᾿Αλλά, but, still, i.e. notwithstanding these severe pressures and 
trials. —'Ey τούτοις πᾶσιν, in all these, viz. all these sufferings and sor- 
rows.— Ὑπερνικῶμεν, we are more than conquerors, an intensive, powerful 
form of expression, used with great appropriateness and significancy 
hero. — Διὰ .... ἡμᾶς, i.e. through Christ who loved us, viz. in 
consequence of the strength and courage which he imparts; comp. 
Phil, iv. 18. 

(38) Θάνατος .... ζωή, death, here seems plainly to mean, a violent 
death by the hands of persecutors. Zw, on the other hand, seems to 
be life on condition of recanting a profession of the Christian religion. 
It was customary with persecutors, in order to win Christians over to 
heathenism, to terrify with threats of death in case they persevered 
in their profession; and also to allure with promises of life, in case 
they abjured it. To this usage the words θάνατος and ζωή here very 
naturally refer. 

Οὔτε ἄγγελοι, οὔτε ἀρχαὶ... .. οὔτε δυνάμεις, neither angels, nor prin- 
cipalities, nor powers. The separation οὗ δυνάμεις here from ἀρχαέ, by 
an intervening clause, has been a matter of difficulty among critics of 
allages. But as this separation does in fact exist in all the best manu- 
scripts, and in the Coptic, Armenian and Syriac versions, we are obliged, 
as critics, to receive it as it stands, and to interpret it in the best 
manner we can. 

The principal difficulty has arisen from-the supposition, that δυνάμεις 
must have been intended by the writer here, to designate an order of 
angels, either good or bad. This supposition was natural, because we 
find words of the same and the like kind, elsewhere ranged together to 
designate such classes or orders; e.g. Eph.i.21, .... ἀρχῆς, καὶ 
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ἐξουσίας, καὶ δυνάμεως" Col. i. 16, εἴτε θρόνοι, εἴτε κυριότητες, εἴτε ἀρχαὶ, 
εἴτε ἐξουσίαι" 1 Pet. iii, 29, ἀγγέλων, καὶ ἐξουσίων, καὶ δυναμέων. The 
Seventy often render 82¥ (emercitus) by δύναμις, And this seems to 
give us a key to the meaning of the word, when it is applied to the 
angels. However, in the passages just cited, different ranks or orders 
of angels would seem to be designated. Is this in aecordance with the 
Jewish usus loquendi ? 

So far as we can gather, from the Old Testament and from the 
Rabbins, what this usage was, we may answer in the affirmative. 
Thus in Dan. xii. 1, Michael is called the great prince. Tn Isaiah 
vi. 1, seq., the Seraphim are represented as presence-angels (so to 
speak) of Jehovah. In Matt. xviii. 10, the guardian angels of little 
children are also represented, by our Saviour, as the presence-angels 
of Jehovah. And with regard to the Rabbins, it is well known that 
they made a great many different orders of angels; e.g. D272, 
DYER, DET, DEY, HVT NT a2, ObEwi, Hew, DR 
and also SY, D970, and ONDD, i.e. κυριότητες, ἀρχαί, and 
θρόνοι. 

From all this it appears, that angels and principalities and powers 
correspond exactly to some of the Jewish orders of angels; and that, 
so far as the possibility of meaning is here concerned, there lies’ no 
difficulty in the way of applying these three words to angels. Nay, we 
may advance still farther, and say, that in respect to dpxaé at least, it 
is quite improbable that it should have been intended to designate 
magistrates of any kind, “Αγγελοι and ἀρχαί may very naturally be 
taken as designating angels and archangels; comp. Jude, ver. 9. 
1 Thess. iv. 16. Dan. χ. 18. xii. 1, If we understand here these two 
great divisions of angels, it will be in accordance with the wsus loqguendi 
of the Old Testament. The fact that ἄγγελοι and ἀρχαί are joined 
together by juxtaposition, renders it probable that they belong to the 
same category of meaning; for so words of this class are commonly 
employed. 


But allowing this; are good or evil angels here meant? ‘That evil 
angels were also distributed by the Jews into classes, is as clear as that 
good angels were classified; e.g, Eph. vi. 12. 1 Cor. xv. 24. Col. 
ii. 15, where they are called ἀρχαὶ καὶ ἐξουσίαι, and in 2 Pet. ii. 4 they 
are also called ἄγγελοι. Moreover Satan is styled ὁ ἄρχων, Matt. ix. 34. 
xii, 24, John xii. 31, xiv. 30. xvi. 11. Eph. ii, 2, which implies 
precedence, i. 6. rank among evil angels, The passage in Eph. vi. 12 
seems to be most direct to our purpose, where the apostle represents 
Christians as in violent contest, πρὸς τὰς ἀρχὰς καὶ πρὸς τὰς ἐξουσίας. 
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So in the verse before us, I understand the apostle as averring, that 
neither angels nor archangels with whom we are contesting, i. 6. neither 
the inferior evil spirits, nor Satan himself, (or it may be, Satan and 
others of similar rank,) shall be able, by all their assaults and machina- 
tions, to separate true Christians from the love of their Saviour. 

Tholuck supposes the good angels to be meant here; but how can 
those, ‘ who are sent forth to minister to such as are the heirs of salva- 
tion” (Heb. i. 14), be well supposed to be the opposers and enemies of 
Christians? Accordingly, with Flatt, I understand ἄγγελοι and ἀρχαί 
of evil spirits. 

Δυνάμεις appears not to be associated in meaning with ἄγγελοι and 
ἀρχαί, because it is not associated with them by juxta-position ; for it 
has juxta-position in all other instances, where it means angels. I 
must interpret it, therefore, as designating magistrates, ciril powers, viz. 
persecuting kings and princes. That δύναμις means auctoritas, impe- 
rium, is beyond all doubt; see Luke iv. 36. Acts iv. 7. 1 Cor. v. 4. 
Rev. xiii. 2; also Rev.iv.11. v.12. vii. 12. xii.10. And that the 
abstract sense may become concrete, i. e. that δύναμις may designate 
those persons who are clothed with civil power, is clear from 1 Cor. 
xv. 24, Eph. i. 21, as also from comparing its synonyme ἐξουσία, in 
Rom. xiii. 1—4. 

Οὔτε ἐνεστῶτα οὔτε μέλλοντα, neither [troubles] present nor future ; 
comp. 1 Cor. iii. 23, where the same words are employed in the same 
sense. The connexion demands such a sense here. 

(89) Οὔτε ὕψωμα οὔτε βάθος, lit. neither height nor depth. But a 
great varicty of explanations have been given to these words; e. g. 
Origen : ‘ Evil spirits in the air and in Hades.’ Ambrose: ‘ Neither 
high and haughty speculation [in doctrine], nor deep sins.’ Augustine: 
‘Idle curiosity about things above us and below us.’ Melanchthon: 
‘ Heretical speculation of the learned, and gross superstition of the 
vulgar, &c.’ So likewise: ‘ Honour and dishonour,’ ‘ high place and 
low place,’ ‘ happiness and misery,’ ‘ the elevation of Christians on the 
cross, and the submersion of them in the sea,’ have all had their advo- 
cates. The meaning happiness or misery, honour or dishonour, is a 
possible one ; but the animated and glowing spirit of the whole passage 
naturally leads the mind to expect something more elevated than this. 
“Yor may mean heaven ; so DINb, and so ὕψος in Luke i. 78. Eph. iv. 8. 
As to βάθος, it has been taken to mean the earth, and Eph. iv. 9 is 
appealed to as sustaining this interpretation. But Ps. cxxxix. 15, 
ve ΓΡΏΠΕ, the lower parts of the earth, τὰ βάθη τῆς γῆς (comp.Eph. 
iv. 9), would be a more apposite appeal, inasmuch as here the meaning 


CONTENTS OF ROM. IX. 1—33. 357 


plainly is, earth or secret recesses of the earth. On the whole, however, 
βάθος, as the antithesis of ὕψωμα, more appropriately designates the 
under-world, Dinw, ἄδης, ἄβυσσος. 

‘Thus understood, the sentiment of the apostle ends in a climax; viz. 
neither heaven, nor hell, i.e. neither the world above, nor the world below, 
οὔτε τὶς κτίσις ἑτέρα, nor any other created thing. The whole summed 
up together, and understood after the Hebrew manner of speaking, 
stands thus: ‘ The universe shall not be able to separate Christians 
from the love of Jesus, who died for them ;’ heaven above and Sheol 
below and other created things making, in the language of Scripture, 
the universe. 

This is indeed “ an anchor sure and steadfast, entering into that 
within the vail ;” A BLESSED, CHEERING, GLORIOUS HOPE, WHICH ONLY 
THE GOSPEL AND ATONING BLOOD CAN INSPIRE! 


CHAP. IX. 1—33. 
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the Hebrew nation—how could he receive with a doctrine, which not 
ony went fo trate all the hopes that he had cl of preeminence in this 
world 


reiplapcetceter ocryteeyer spent iy τον ιν τος 
Tevel with himself, but which even advanced still farther, and ‘more guilty 
than the heathen, and consequently involved him in higher condemnation, 
he had sinned against peculiar light and love ? ihe fae 
peer with divine 
syprabaion and ented ta the favour of God, bad go the repre 
ποτε ΩΣ ον δα CaextaTenagiey eae coakt τοῦτα 
knew, Peat hire 
rook alee He exposed they ἜΠΟΣ ΞΕΞΞΣΣ 

Pe ican ohare πα Pardal a oeation meateraat ee 

thems, Tee evideatip-with toch sndcipations, Gist he'wrote tle Ghaptee nO MARR 
tus. For he begins this, by a most solemn profession or declaration of his sincere and 
ardent affection for his own nation. He ec stn eas ire ed on 


al 


God to be the God of ARI OOO ου therefore abjured 
kihd of preeminence to his own le that they have 
and distinguished external privileges; above all, that the Messiah ΤΟΙΣ 
from the midst of them, τα 1-6. Ἐπ then ‘proceeds toshew, that God in 
er οἱ ila grace where plato, ta the Gentiles the κατὰ 
κλητοί as well as Jews—in doing all this, he had violated no His word οὐκ 
ἐκπέπτωκε (ver. 6), i. 6. his promise made to Abraham and his seed, is not frustrated 
or annulled, Beause he has given up unbelieving Jews to perish, and to 
lcieving Gentiles the privilege of being ealled the sons of God. God has always 
the right of choosing the le of his favours, when and where 
pleases; as the Jewish Seriptures themselves do testify. Abraham, for example, had 
several children ; but in Isaac only was his 
sons were born, Esau and Jacob; yet Esau was oa and Jacob received ; and the 
decision respecting this, was made even before they were born, vs. 10—14. God's 
deelaration to Moses and his dealings with Pharaoh, exhibit the same truth in a 


striking manner, vs. 15—18. ΑἹ objection to this’ on the ground or 
injustice, is without any good support; inasmuch as the sovereign 
universe has a it to of his own as seems good in his sight, 


w10 ae He Sap nrpentgeie πενίαν cakes neve (1 are left to the 
of justice and 5. 21—23. The Hebrew Scriptures have not only 

dlinplayed, in this ereignty in his dealings with his ,, but 

also contain express that the Gentiles shall be brought into the 

and become the children οἱ God, vs. 24—26. Equally certain is it, also, 

com the unbelief and rjeniot fine natural descendants of Abraham, ys. 
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blessings ing bestowed 

κλητοί. ‘The amount of the justification is this : “God has al 

in the like manner by bis people, ‘The Old Testament i full of the τὸς, 
predictions; 


! 


viewed,) there can be no great difficulty in deciding the question: What is the 
of the chapter before us? Pliny is to illustrate, and defend 
‘objections, the affirmations which ‘had been making. What were these? 


lis amounts to a breach of the made to Abraham and 
apostle denies this. fc cate iat ts tural vood, eu ducky age WARTS 
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objects of this promise; and that God has always, in times past, as now under the 
gospel, chonen, the. objets of hie Ὄπ shere be: ΠΥ wibeot tageed any 
sai tictrenttt marion 
“hat tee etropeeieyap ep nyse 
inc ἴω 


Defence, therefore, of the sentiments inc peat acne tree ats 


CHAP. IX. 1—5. 

(1) First of all, the apostle proceeds to the most solemn assurances 
of his affectionate regard for his own nation, in order to prevent 
the apprehension that he believed and taught as he had done re- 
specting the Gentiles, on account of being alienated in his affections 
from the Jews. The expression of his feelings is made in glowing 
terms. 

᾿Αλήθειαν .... Χριστῷ, I speak the truth in Christ. Most inter- 
preters regard ἐν Χριστῷ as the formula of an oath; and they appeal 
to the Hebrew form of an oath, which prefixed 3 (ἐν) to the object 
or person by whom any one sware. So also ἐν in the New Testament; 
8.8. Matt. v. 34—36. Rev. x. 6. Dan. xii. 7 (in Theodotion’s Greek 
Version). In this way I was early accustomed to construe the 
expression; and so Flatt interprets it in his Commentary. But 
Tholuck has made this interpretation very doubtful. Compare, for 
example, ἐν κυρίῳ in Eph. iv. 17, where it follows μαρτύρομαι, and 
where the formula of an oath is out of question. It is only a solemn 
declaration, such as Christ or the Spirit of Christ prompts or suggests. 
In like manner we have χαρὰ ἐν Χριστῷ, ἀγάπη ἐν Χριστῷ, κ,ιτ. λιν 
where an oath is of course out of all question. Indeed, the phrase 
ἐν κυρίῳ, ἐν Χριστῷ, &c,, occurs so often, in the sense of agreeably to 
what the Lord or Christ requires, or in accordance with what Christ by 
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his Spirit suggests, that abundant analogies are at hand to justify the 
exegesis which is given to ἐν Χριστῷ here, when we construe it as 
Meaning, in accordance with Christ, or agreeably to what becomes one who 
is in Christ, or who belongs to him. 

Ob ψεύδομαι repeats the affirmation and strengthens it, although the 
negative form or λιτότης is used. Comp. John i. 21. Eph. iv. 25. 
1 Sam. iii. 18, for the negative form of the expression ; and 1 Tim. w. 7, 
for the like words. 

Luppaprupovonc ....ayly, my conscience bearing me witness, ta 
the Holy Spirit. I must connect these words together, in the method 
of exegesis which is here preferred, and not join ov ψεύδομαι with 
ἐν πνεύματι ἁγίῳ, as Dr. Knapp and most other critics have done, 
making the latter phrase a part of the formula of an oath. The 
repetition of an oath here, would seem rather unlooked for and 
excessive; besides that no example elsewhere of Christians swearing 
by the Holy Ghost, can be produced. Conscience is the voice of 
God in man; or at least, the faculty on which the influence of the 
Spirit of God seems to be specially exerted. It was a conscience 
moved and enlightened by this Spirit, which, the apostle here solemnly 
declares, testified his affectionate regard for the Jewish nation; ἐν 
πνεύματι ἁγίῳ meaning, agreeably to the influence of the Holy Spirit. 

(2) “Ore... . μου, that I have great sorrow and continual anguish 
in my heart. For the like expressions of sympathy and affection 
towards others, comp. 1 Cor. i.4. Phil.i.3,4. Eph.i. 16. 1 Thes. i. 2. 
Rom. i. 9, 10. Philem. ver. 4. 2 Tim. i. 3, 4. 2 Cor. xi. 29. xii. 15. 

(3) A much controverted verse, and which therefore needs particular 
illustration. Nearly every word has been the subject of different and 
contested exegesis. 

Hiyxopuny yap abréc, for I myself could wish. Compare Acts xxv. 22, 
ἐβονλόμην, I could wish; Gal. iv. 20, ἤθελον, 7 could desire. But 
why not translate, 7 did wish, i.e. I did wish, when I was an uncon- 
verted Jew? Because, (1) The apostle designs to shew his present 
love to the Jews. Who questioned his strong attachment to them, 
when he persecuted Stephen and others, before his conversion? Or to 
what purpose could it be now to exhibit this, when his love to them 
since he became a Christian, is the only thing that is called in question? 
Then, (2) Neither the present εὔχομαι, nor the Optative εὐχοίμην, 
would accurately express what the apostle means here. Εὔχομαι (Ind. 
present) would mean, 7 wish by way of direct and positive affirmation, 
and with the implication that the thing wished might take place; εὐχοίμην 
(Opt.), 7 am wishing with desire, implying the possibility that the 
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thing wished for would take place. On the other hand (ηὐχόμην), as here 
employed, 7 could wish, implies, that whatever his desires may be, after all 
the thing wished for is impossible, or it cannot take place ; which is doubt- 
less the very shade of thought that the writer would design to express. 

᾿Ανάθεμα εἶναι, to be an anathema, to be devoted to destruction, or 
to be excommunicated. This difficult and controverted word needs 
a full and satisfactory illustration. In classical Greek ἀνάθεμα and 
ἀνάθημα were originally altogether equivalent or synonymous; just 
as εὕρεμα and εὕρημα were, and also ἐπίθεμα and ἐπίθημα, &e. 
(1) The proper and original meaning of ἀνάθεμα or ἀνάθημα was a 
setting out or setting up of any thing consecrated to the gods, in their 
temples; such as tripods, images, statues, inscriptions, ὅς, The 
exposure of such things in the temples, in any way, whether they 
hung up, stood up, or lay down, was ἀνάθεμα" the action of ex, 
them, or the exposure itself, was called ἀνάθεμα, Hence, (2) The 
thing itself exposed, the thing consecrated or devoted to the gods, was 
called ἀνάθεμα" by a very common principle of language, applicable 
to a great multitude of words. Then, (3) As any thing devoted or 
consecrated to the gods, was irrevocably given up to them, and was 
no more subject to common use; so when any living thing, beast or 
man, became an ἀνάθεμα, it was of course to be slain in sacrifice, and 
offered to the gods mostly as a piacular victim. In like manner, under 
the Levitical law, every O70) or ἀνάθεμα devoted to God, was incapable 
of redemption ; Lev. xxvii. 28, 29, πᾶν ἀνάθεμα. -«. ἀπὸ ἀνθρώπου 
ἕως xrhvouc.... ob λυτρωθήσεται, ἀλλὰ θανάτῳ θανατωθήσεται; 
comp. Judg. xi. 30, 31 and 39; which, however, is the only iristance 
on record in the Scriptures of a human ἀνάθεμα, and which at all 
events, is not encouraged by the laws of Moses. And in consequence 
of such a custom or law, cities, edifices, and their inhabitants, which 
were devoted to excision or entire destruction, were called DI, i.e. 
ἀνάθεμα as the Seventy have rendered it. percep 
Josh. vi. 17, comp. ver. 21; and so the cities of the Canaanites that 
were utterly destroyed by Israel, were named T37K, destruction. 
Any thing in fact, whether man, beast, or any sPecies of property or 
omament, which was to be utterly destroyed, was called B71 (ἀνάθεμα) 
by the Hebrews; see Lev. xxvii. 28, 29. Deut. xiii. 15—17, and 
comp. 1 Kings xx. 42. Is, xxxiv, 5. Zech. xiv. 11. 

The Greek words ἀναθεματίζω and ἀνατίθημι correspond, in like 
manner, to the Heb. -valaial (Hiph. of 535), and mean, to pronounce to 
be an ἀνάθεμα, to give up as an ἀνάθεμα; 1. 6. to set apart or deliver 
over to destruction. 

AA 


362 ROMANS IX. 3. 


But to what destruction? To natural death or spiritual, i.e. to 
sufferings in the present world, or those of everlasting death? Those 
who construe the word in the first way, say, that adwo τοῦ Χριστοῦ 
means, by Christ ; in which case the whole sentiment would seem to 
be: ‘I could wish to suffer temporal death inflicted by Christ, 
provided this would exempt my countrymen from it.’ But there are 
some weighty objections to this; for the apostle is not here discussing 
the subject of the Jews’ temporal punishment or excision, but of their 
excision from the blessings of a future world, by reason of ther 
unbelief; comp. ix. 25—33. It is the fearful doom, then, which un- 
belief is to bring on the Jews, that the apostle wishes could be averted; 
and it is his deep concern for them in respect to this, which he desires 
to testify. Itis a tO7M of this kind, then, that he would consent to 
take upon himself, could they be saved by it. That ἀνάθεμα may be 
used to signify the second death, is clear from 1 Cor. xvi. 22. The 
whole tenor of the passage makes clearly against the supposition, that 
temporal excision merely is meant. 

In respect to ἀπὸ τοῦ Χριστοῦ, (if the whole be construed as I have 
here supposed it must be in order to follow the strict principles of 
exegesis), it must mean, by Christ, i.e. it is equivalent to ὑπὸ τοῦ 
Χριστοῦ. So clearly ἀπό may be used, and is often employed ; e.g. 
Mark viii. 81. Luke ix. 22. xvii. 25. Matt. xi. 19. Luke xii. 58. 
Acts ii. 22. x. 17, et seepe; see Bretschn. in verbum. 

In regard to ὑπὲρ τῶν . . . . σάρκα, on account of or in the room of my 
brethren, my kinsmen after the flesh, it plainly means, for the sake of my na- 
tural brethren, my kinsmen by natural descent or generation, i. 6. the Jews, 

Tholuck gives a little different turn to the passage, but the same 
sense in substance. He compares ἀνάθεμα to OTN in the later Hebrew; 
which was used to denote excommunication, separation from the Jewish 
community or Om. The Rabbins make three gradations of excom- 
munication, which they call, (a) ‘112, seclusion, which lasted a month, 
and obliged a man to keep four ells distant from all his household. 
(6) The B9M, which forbade all intercourse, action, eating, drinking, &c., 
with any one, and all approach on the part of the excommunicated 
person to the synagogue. (c) The NIDw (from Maw, excludere), 
which designated utter exclusion on the part of God and man, and the 
being given up to destruction. A tremendous example of the Rabbinic 
OI is produced by Buxtorf, Lex. Rabb. p. 828. I subjoin it below, 
for the information of the curious reader. °® 
᾿ © “By the authority of the Lord of lords, let A. B. be an anathema (OFT) in both 
houses of judgment, in that above and that beneath ; let him be anathema by the holy 
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In this way, ἀνάθεμα ἀπὸ τοῦ Χριστοῦ would mean, one banished, 
cut off, separated from Christ; which would involve, however, all the 
consequences that are involved in the preceding exegesis. 

But on the whole, as the preceding sense is most consonant with 
Scriptural and classical usage, I should give it the preference. ‘The 
sentiment then is: ‘Such is my love for my kinsmen after the flesh, 
that, were it possible, I would devote myself to the destruction which 
threatens them, could they but escape by such means.’ 


In respect to the objections urged against this sentiment, they do not seem 
to be weighty. It is asked: ‘How could the apostle be willing to be for ever 
cast off and separated from Christ? How could he be willing to become a 
sinner and to be miserable for ever?’ I answer, (1) The possibility that such 
could or would be the case, is not at all implied in what he says; no more than 
the possibility that “ an angel from heaven should preach another gospel,” is 
implied by what is said in Gal. i, 8. It is merely a case supposed or stated, 
for the sake of illustrating or expressing a feeling or sentiment. (2) Even sup- 
posing the actual possibility of the exchange in question was believed by the 
apostle, it would not imply that in itself he was willing to be a sinner, or to be 
for ever miserable. It would imply merely, that he would be willing, in case 
he could save the whole nation, to take on himself the miseries to which they 
were hastening. And a sentiment like this, is surely capable of a rational and 
sober defence. If benevolence would lead Paul to undergo any assignable 
degree of suffering, in the present life, im order to promote the everlasting 
welfare of the Jewish nation; would not the like benevolence lead him to 
undergo any assignable degree of misery in a future world for the sume purpose, 
provided such a purpose could be answered by it? Who can draw the line 


ings on high, by the Seraphim and Ophannim [OYW, wheels, see Ezek, i. 16, 
ὩΣ erie ν angels], let eae by the whole church, great 
aod small Let plagues great and real be upon ims diséascs ‘prest and. hovrible, 
Let his habitation be that of dragons ; let his star be darkened with clouds. Let him 
be an object of wrath, indignation, and anger ; let his corpse be given to wild heasts 
and serpents. Let his enemies and adversaries exult over him; let his silver and 
ili ὃς wiven to others; let his children be exposed at the door of his enemies ; and 
jet posterity be astonished at his fate. Let him be cursed by the mouth of Addiriton 
‘Achtariel, by the mouth of Sandalphon and Hadraniel, by the mouth of Han- 
sasiel and Patchiel, by the mouth of Seraphiel and Sagansiel, by the mouth of 
Michael and Gabriel, by the mouth of Raphael and Mesharetiel. (These are the 
names of angels.] Let him be cursed by the mouth of Zabzabib, and by the mouth 
of Habhahib, who is the great God, [these names are Cabbalistic ones of the 
Divinity]; and by the mouth of the seventy names of the great King (Jebovah }; 
and on the part of Tsortak the great chancellor, [another mysterious name]. Let 
him be swallowed up, like Korah and his company; with terror and trembling let 
his breath depart, "Ων the rebuke of Jehovah slay him; may he be strangled, like 
Ahithophel, by his own counsel! May his leprosy be like that of Gehazi; and may 
there ba το sensrrection, of hie rerosinal. Lest aot hia oe hhre be with that of 
Israel. Let his wife be given to others; let them embrace her, while he is giving up 
the glost.—In this anathema let A. B. remain; and let this be his inheritance. But 
‘on me, and on all Israel, may God bestow peace with his blessing !” 
AA? 
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where benevolence would stop short; except it be, where the evil suffered was 
to be equal to the good accomplished, or even greater? Could Paul have the 
genuine spirit of his Lord and Master, unless he could truly say what be has 
said in the passage before us? But, (3) The inference that Paul ~ was willing 
to be damned,” or that Christians must come to such a state of willingness, is 
made without any ground from the verse in question. If Paul's being cast off 
by the Saviour could occasion the reception and salvation of the whole Jewish 
people, this apostle expresses his readiness to submit to it. But as such a thing 
was impossible; and as he really knew it to be so: all that we can well suppose 
the passaze teaches, is, that the apostle possessed such a feeling of benevolerce 
toward the Jewish nation, that he was ready to do or suffer any thing whatever, 
provided their salvation might be secured by it. In other words, this is a high 
and glowing expression, springing from an excited state of feeling, which the 
use of common language could not at all satisfy. And in making use of such 
anu expression, Pan! did not depart from a mode of speaking which is stiil 
very common in the East. The Arabians, for example, very commonly, in 
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order to testify strong affection, say, EN |.sal! ag let my soul be a ran- 


som for thee. So Maimonides (Sanhed. fol. 18. 1), in explaining the 
Talmudic expression ἽΓΓΙΕΞ YIU, see, I um thy ransom, states, that this 
is a common expression of strong affection. 

So im the verse before us, the whole is evidently and necessarily designed 
to express strong affection. But what expression of this would be uttered, if 
we suppose the apostle merely to say, (as not a few critics maintain), that he 
once was desirous of being cut off from Christ, viz. before his conversion, when 
he persecuted the church. But how could he be cut off from him, who never 
had been joined to him? And what evidence was this of present affection’? Or 
if it be construed as meaning, ‘ cut off, destroyed, i.e. put to death, by Christ ; * 
did the apostle actually wish this before he was converted? And if he did, 
what had this to do with the salvation of his brethren and kinsmen? 

It is possible, indeed, to construe ἀνάθεμα as implying temporal death or 
destruction ; and to suppose the apostle to say: ‘I could wish that I might 
suffer the punishment which Christ is about to inflict on the Jews, in their 
stead.’ The emphasis would not be wholly destroyed by this interpretation. 
But it would be greatly diminished. And then, the context nowhere leads us 
to consider the subject of temporal destruction, as being here agitated in the 
mind of the apostle. It is only the ‘ wrath of God which is revealed from 
heaven’ against the impenitent and unbelieving, to which he considers them 
in this place as exposed. He is writing to Jews at Rome, not in Palestine. 

I must adopt then the exegesis above given of the verse before us, viz. ‘Such 
is my affection for my Jewish brethren after the flesh, that could I put myself 
in their stead, and take on me the consequences of unbelief to which they are 
exposed, I would willingly do it, in order that they might be saved.’ Truly, 
“a love stronger than death, which many waters could not quench, nor floods 
drown!” 
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(4) Ἰσραηλῖται, Israelites, i. e. who bear the honourable or far-famed 
name of Israelites; comp. Gen. xxxii. 28. 2Cor, xi. 22. Phil, iii. 5. 
This however is only an external privilege; for they are not all 
Israelites in truth, who are of Israelitish descent, Rom. ix. 6; comp. 
iii, 28, 29. 

Ὧν ἡ υἱοθεσέα, whose is the sonship, i.e. the relation of sons or 
children; comp. Ex. iv. 22,23, Deut. xxxii. 5,6. xiv. 1. Hos. xi. 1, 
The meaning is, that God bore a special relation to Israel; or rather, 
that Israel stood in a special relation to him, and was treated with dis- 
tinguished and peculiar affection. This last circumstance forms the 
special ground of the υἱοθεσία. But this viodecia was external, and 
consisted with the Jewish nation’s being in a very imperfect state; 
comp. Gal. iv, 1—3, 2 Cor. iii. 6—18, As the antithesis of this, comp. 
Gal. iv.4—7. Rom. viii. 14—17. 

Δόξα may have the sense here of glory, and be joined with υἱοθεσία 
in the way of Hendiadys, so that the meaning would be, glorious adop- 
tion or sonship, i.e. one which is worthy of praise, which deserves to be 
mentioned with honour. And this method Tholuck prefers. But the 
objection to this is, that the epithet δόξα appears to be too strong for a 
mere external viofesia* and besides all this, all the other nouns which 
precede and follow, stand single, On this account I must prefer giving 
to δόξα the sense of T9123, and regard it here as designating the visible 
splendor which was the symbol of Jehovah's presence, and which was 
peculiarly manifested in the sanctum sanctorum of the temple; comp. 
Ex. xxy, 22, xl. 34,35. Lev. ix. 6, Ezek, i, 28, 1, 38, viii 4, It 
is true indeed, that in all these passages we have TY) ΤΊΣ (δύξα 
θεοῦ), and not simply "Wap. But the Targum, which employs S220 
TIM for MIM Td, also employs SIIB (Shechinah) alone in the 
same sense. Paul then may have here used δόξα elliptically, in a corre- 
sponding manner; and so (with Beza, Turrettin, Heumann, and others) 
I suppose that he has employed it, The sentiment then is: ‘To the 
Israelites belonged the visible splendor or glory, which was indicative of 
the immediate presence of Jehovah,’ 

Διαθῆκαι seems here to indicate the covenants made at diferent times, 
with Abraham, Jacob, Moses, & ---Ν ομυθεσία, legislation or system of 
laws, viz, the Mosaic legislation or laws; as to the distinguished privi- 
lege of these, comp. Deut. iv. 5—8, Ps. cxlvii. 19, 20. Rom. ii, 18,19. 
—Aarpela, service, T7129, rites of the temple, priesthood. &e.—'Exay- 
γελίαι, the promises, viz. those which had respect to the Messiah ; comp. 
Gal. iii. 16. 

(5) Ὧν οἱ πατέρες, whose are the fathers, i.e. whose progenitors were 
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the fathers, Abraham, &c., to whom so many promises (ἐπαγγελέαι) were 
made, and who are so distinguished in sacred history. 

"EE ὧν .... σάρκα, from whom [descended] Christ, in respect to the 
flesh, i. e. in respect to his human or inferior nature, or so far as he was 
man; comp. Rom.i.3. But if he had no other nature, why should 
such a distinction as is implied by xara σάρκα, be here designated? 
Would a sacred writer say of David, for example, that he was de- 
scended from Abraham κατὰ capxa? If this should be said, it would 
imply that κατὰ πνεῦμα he was not descended from Abraham, but from 
some one else. But here, the other nature of Christ is designated by 
the succeeding phrase, ὁ ὧν ἐπὶ πάντων θεός. 

Ὁ ὧν..... ἀμήν, who is God over all, blessed for ever, Amen. Ὁ ὧν 
is equivalent to, or the same as, ὅς ἐστι, who is; for so the article fol- 
lowed by a participle is often employed in the Greek language; see 
Johni. 18. iii. 13. xii. 17. 2 Cor. xi. 31, ὁ θεὸς. ... ὁ ὧν εὐλογητός, 
K.T.A.— Ἐπὶ πάντων, being placed here between the article 6 and the 
noun θεός to which this article belongs, is of course an adjectice as to 
meaning, and designates the idea of supreme. Some indeed have under- 


forced and frigid exegesis. In Hebrew, MINIY TON and AW are 
epithets of Jehovah, the supreme God; and to these παντοκράτωρ in 
the Septuagint corresponds ; e.g. 2Sam.v.10. 1 Chron. xi. 9. Jer.v.14. 
Amosiii. 13. Zach.i. 3, seq.,et alibi. So in the Apocalypse, παντο- 
κράτωρ often appears as an epithet of Jehovah, e.g. Rev.i. 8. iv. 8. 
xi. 17. xv. 3, ὅς. Now παντοκράτωρ is for substance the equivalent 
of ἐπὶ πάντων as to meaning; so that ὁ ἐπὶ πάντων θεός must be alto- 
gether equivalent to θεὸς παντοκράτωρ. 

Εὐλογητός is equivalent to the Hebrew 2. The Jewish Rabbies, 
from time immemorial, have been accustomed, whenever the name of 
God is mentioned, to add SV TFAND, blessed is he. So Paul here, after 
calling Christ, as to his higher nature, ὁ ὧν ἐπὶ πάντων θεός, adds, 
εὐλογητὸς εἰς τοὺς αἰῶνας, 1.6. TIO; ἦν" 7B. Compare now the 
same appellation given to God in Mark xiv.61. Whether an ascrip- 
tion of divine honour to Christ is intended, by applying to him here 
the word εὐλογητός, the reader may satisfy himself by comparing the 
use οὗ this word in 2 Cor.i.3. xi. 31. Eph.i.3. 1 Pet.i.3. Luke i. 68. 
That divine honour is ascribed to Christ by the heavenly hosts, (and 
the same too which is rendered to the Father), appears from Rev. v. 13, 14. 
Nor can it be objected that it is contrary to the usage of Paul, to name 
Christ θεός" for so he is called in Tit.i. 8, and the great God in Tit.ii. 13; 
moreover he is represented as loa θεῷ in Phil. ii.6; and as θεός in 
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John i, 1 ; not to mention the controverted, but seemingly well authen- 
ticated reading (θεός) in 1 Tim. iii. 16. Nor is it any objection to this, 
that in 1 Cor. xv. 24—98, the apostle represents the Son as renouncing 
or laying aside his supremacy or dominion, at the final consummation 
of all things; for the office of the Messiah, and the dominion of the 
Messiah as such, must of course cease, when all the objects of that 
office and that dominion shall have been fully accomplished. In refer- 
ence to this kind of dominion, Christ is called κύριος in 1 Cor. viii. 6; 
and it is such a dominion which is represented as bestowed on him in 
Phil. ii. 9—11. Col. i. 17,18. Heb. i. 3. ii. 5—9. viii. 1. 

Neither the grammatical arrangement of the text, then, nor the sen- 
timents of the apostle elsewhere, require us, (may I not say?) permit 
us, to give a different interpretation to the words of the verse in question. 
Nor do any various readings of the verse occur, which are of any autho~ 
rity at all, It has been conjectured, indeed, that we should read ὧν 6, 
κο το As, i.e. whose is the God over all, &c.; so Whitby, Crellius, Taylor, 
and others. But not to say, that taking such liberties with the text is - 
fairly out of question, (which surely must be granted,) it will be enough 
to compare the sentiment which the passage thus modified would give, 
with Rom. iii. 29,30. This then is one of the cases, in which Paul has 
directly asserted Christ to be supreme God, and has accordingly rendered 
to him the sacred doxology. - 


‘The efforts to evade this conclusion have been many and strenious. The 
interpretations which have resulted from them, may be divided into two 
classes ; viz. 

I. Those which put a full period after σάρκα, and make the remainder of 
the verse a doxology to God the Father. So Erasmus, in the enlarged edition 
of his Notes; so Enjedin, Whiston, Semler, and others. But, (a) Tt was 
long ago noted by Bengel, (with whom Faustus Socinus also agrees), that in all 
classes of doxology, 373 in Hebrew, and εὐλογητός in Greek, precede the 
name of God who is blessed. So the laws of grammar beyond all doubt 
demand; for JB MIM} would mean, the Vlessed Jehovah, ἵ 6. the blessed 
Jehovah does this or that; for both words (thus arranged) make out merely the 
subject of a sentence. On the contrary, T1971) 7}I7B means, blessed is or blessed 
be Jehovah ; Schovah being the subject of the sentence, and TZ the pre- 
dicate. So, more than thirty times, the words JB in Hebrew and εὐλογητός 
in Greek are placed in the Old Testament ; as any one may see by consulting 
Tromm’s Concordance under εὐλογητός. ‘The same is the case with all the 
examples in the New Testament. Only one that I can find, in all the Bible, 
differs from this; and this is Ps. Ixvii. 19 (Sept.); where however the repetition 
of εὐλογητός is plainly an error of the scribes, as it has no corresponding repe- 
tition in the Hebrew, and is against all analogy; I mean in respect to the first 
instanee in which it here occurs. (ὁ) Construed in this way, ὧν is entirely 
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useless and destitute of meaning, and the addition of it is altogether unac 
countable. The natural and only proper order of the text would be: Βύλο- 
γητὸς ὁ ἐπὶ πάντων θεὸς, x.t-A. (c) In this mode of interpretation, there 
is no antithesis to κατὰ σάρκα, which plainly requires one; as the natural 
inquiry is: If Christ be descended from David only κατὰ σάρκα, what is he as 
to his higher nature ? 

II. Another class of critics, viz. Locke, Clarke, Justi, Ammon, and others, 
put a full period after πάντων, and then make a doxology of the sequel. In 
this way the difficulty last suggested, with regard to the interpretation No. I., 
is in a measure removed, as a kind of antithesis is made out by ὁ ὧν ἐπὶ πάντων, 
sc. πάντων πατέρων, i.e. Christ in his human nature was a descendant of 
David, but still was a personage of exalted dignity, being elevated above all the 
Jewish fathers who are the objects of so much encomium in sacred history, and 
of so much veneration among the Jewish people. But still there are weighty 
objections against this mode of pointing and explaining the text; for (a) The 
difficulty in regard to the position of εὐλογητός, is the same here as has been 
already described above, under No. I. a. If it were doxology, it must be 
written, εὐλογητὸς ὁ θεὸς, κτλ. But as there are no authorities, either of 
manuscripts or versions, for such an arrangement, so we are not at liberty to 
make it; and if we do so, we must do it arbitrarily. (6) In such a case the 
noun θεός must have the article, as being the subject of the sentence, and in its 
own nature customarily requiring it. So uniformly in the Sept. and in the 
New Testament, where θεός is the subject in a doxology with εὐλογητός, it 
takes the article; e. g. Gen. ix. 26. xiv. 20. xxiv. 27. 1 Sam. xxv. 32. 2 Sam. 
xviii. 28. 1 Kings i. 48. v. 7. viii 15. 2 Chron. ii. 12. vi.4. Ezravii.46. Ps. xvii. 
50. xl. 14. Ixv. 19. Ixvii. 20, 38. Ixxi. 19. cv. 47. exliii. 1. Dan. iii. 29. 
Luke i.68 2 Cor.i.3. Eph. i. 3. 1 Pet. i. 3. In regard to κύριος, the usage 
of the Sept. varies; e.g. 1 Sam. xxv. 39, εὐλογητὸς ὁ κύριος, according with 
the usage of θεός" but in other passages the article is omitted, e.g. Exod. xviii. 
10. Ruth iv. 14. Ps. cxxiii. 5. cxxxiv. 21. But no instance of the like varia- 
tion can I find, in respect to θεός. The example in our text must stand alone, 
if it be one, of θεός in a doxology with εὐλογητός, and yet without the article. 
(c) To break off a sentence with ὁ ὧν ἐπὶ πάντων, seems at least to make it 
very abrupt and incomplete. To what can πάντων refer, in such a connexion, 
except to the fathers? And to say that the Messiah: was exalted above the 
Jewish patriarchs, although it might be saying something, would not seem to be 
saying very much, considering the efficacy which Paul had been ascribing to his 
love and sufferings and death, and the greatness which he had ascribed to his 
power. (d) There is something incongruous in a doxology here to God the 
Father; which even Crellius himself suggests, (Artemon. Init. Evang. Johan.) 
The apostle is here expressing the deepest and most unfeigned regret of his 
soul, that notwithstanding the exalted and peculiar privileges of the Jewish 
nation, they had by their unbelief forfeited them all, and made themselves 
obnoxious to a most terrible condemnation. To break out into a doxology 
here, would be (as Flatt suggests) like saying: ‘ These special privileges have, 
by being abused, contributed greatly to enhance the guilt and punishment of 
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the Jewish nation ; God be thanked that he has given them such privileges!” 
It isa duty, indeed, to be grateful for blessings which are bestowed ; but —all 
in its proper place. Doxologies are not appropriate to paragraphs, which give 
‘an account of mercies abused, and deep guilt contracted. (e) Besides all this, 
the abruptness of a doxology here, which could contain no reference to God as 
mentioned in the preceding context (for he is not there mentioned), is plain and 
striking; and also, as Noesselt, Flatt, Koppe, and Ewald have observed, it would 
be without example. Comp. Rom. i. 25. xi. 36. 

The remark of Eckermann and Justi, that εὐλογητός is required to stand 
before θεός in a doxology, only when this doxology stands at the beginning of a 
sentence, is not true in point of fact; e.g. Gen. xiv. 20, where καί shews that 
εὐλογητός is not at the beginning of a sentence. 2 Sam. xxii. 47. Ps. xvii. 46. 
Ixvii, 35, In the last case, one might contend and say, that εὐλογητός begins 
a new sentence; but then, where does it not, on the same ground? The burden 
of proof lies on those, who assert that εὐλογητός need not be prefized, except it 
stand at the peyinning of a sentence ; and where are the instances in which it is 
not prefixed? The only one (except an instance of a manifestly corrupt text, 
Ps. Ixvii, 19), is the very versein question. ΤῸ assume the principle in question 
then, is to take for granted the very point in dispute. 

‘The remark of Diderlein, that ἀμηΐν necessarily implies an Optative doxology, 
(sc. εὐλογητὸς εἴη θεόν), is disproved by Rom. i, 25, where ὅς ἐστιν 
εὐλογητὸς .... ἀμήν, are the words of Paul, i.e, the apostle speaks in the 
Indicative mode, and not in the Optative. The same is the case in 1 Pet. iv. 11, 
 [se. θεῷ vel χριστῷ) eorey ἡ δόξα, x.7.A. And in other cases where 
no verb is supplied, e.g. Rom. xvi. 27. Gal. i. 5. 1 Tim.i17. vi 16. 2 Tim, 
iv. 18, &c., it is not by any means certain, (as the above explicit instances of 
Indicative wsage show), that the Optative εἴη, rather than the Indicative ἐστί, 
is to be supplied. 

‘Nor does the remark of Erasmus, that in some of the manuscripts of Cyprian, 
Hilary, and Chrysostom, Deus or θεός is wanting, in the citations of Rom. ix. 5, 
prove any thing; for these are evidently omissions of copyists, since all the best 
manuscripts of these fathers insert Deus or θεός. 

Grotius is still more unsuccessful, in asserting that the Syriac version, (the 


“er vw 
Peshito) omits θεός" for this version has S> Sy JoSs Deus super omnia. 
Stolz, in his celebrated German version, has left out θεός" whether on the 
authority of Grotius as above, or because he thought it a disagreeable appendage 
to the text, does not appear. After all these proposed changes, however, of 
punctuation, of the order of the text, and of the substance of it, the text, as it 
now stands, remains in reality untouched by any criticism which can have any 
considerable weight with men of ingenuous and candid minds. ‘That those who 
deny the divinity of Christ, should be solicitous to avoid the force of this text, is 
not unnatural ; for while it remains in the records of the New Testament, it 
stands an irrefragable evidence of what Paul believed, asserted, and taught, 
relative to this subject. The only way in which any avoiding of its force is 
practicable, seems to be, to assert that ὁ ὧν él πάντων θεὸς is meant to designate 
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the supremacy of Chris as Mediator, in which capacity he is ques Deus, and is 
styled O°7T 7M in the like capacity, in Ps. xlv. In pursuing this course, 
more probability than is now exhibited in the various evasions that I have above 
noticed, and also more ingenuousness, might be shewn. Bat still the general 
and spontaneous feeling of an unprejudiced reader must always be, (at least s0 
it seems to me), that God over all means supreme Gop, and that εὐλογητὸς as 
τοὺς αἰῶνας, ἀμήν, can be applied only to him who is éruly divine. 


CHAP. IX. 6—13. 


The apostle, having expressed his strong affection toward his own nation, and 
described the claims to preeminence which they had hitherto enjoyed, now proceeds to 
shew that all these do not make out any good grounds of preference in a spéri 
respect. He teaches them clearly, that it is not the simple fact of natural descent 
from Abraham, which makes them his children in the higher and Scriptural sense of 
this word. ‘ They are not all Israel, who are of Israel ;’ and even among the sefural 
descendants of Abraham, God did in ancient times make a wide distinction. Conse- 
quently, the mere fact of natural descent can prove nothing, as to the point of 
spiritual rights or claims, vs. 6—13. 


(6) Οὐχ οἷον δέ, a controverted expression; which however may be 
rendered plain in two ways; either, (1) Οἷον is to be taken as ὡς or 
ὥσπερ, to which it is very often equivalent, (see Passow on οἷος, No. 6); 
and then we may translate: Jt is not so that, &c.; just as we translate 
μὴ ὡς ὅτι, 2 Thess. ii. 2. (2) Οἷον in classic Greek often stands for 
ὅτι τοῖον (Passow, No. 2, δ); in which case, we may render: ‘ No such 
thing [do I assert], viz. ὅτι ἐκπέπτωκεν, x.r.d. The former method I 
prefer, as being most simple. The meaning is: ‘ But what I have said 
in respect to the defection of Israel, does not at all imply that the 
promises of God are not sure and certain.’ δέ, but, continuative and 
adversative. 

Tholuck is mistaken, when, in objecting to οἷον δέ being here used as 
equivalent to old» re, he says the latter must always have the Infinitive 
after it. Oldg re with an Infinitive, has indeed the meaning possibile est, 
ἃς. ; but οἷός re is often employed without an Infinitive, and in the sense 
of so as, such as, like; and even without an Infinitive it sometimes 
means, possible ; see Passow on οἷος No.2. e. No. 8... However, I 
do not find οἷον δέ employed in the sense of οἷόν re, possible. Conse- 
quently I must prefer the rendering given above. 

Λόγος, promise, word, in the sense of something promised ; so, often, 
in English, e.g. he has given his word.—Exxéxruxey, failed, been 
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frustrated, irritum factum est. So the Hebrew 452, which corresponds 
in sense with ἐκπέπτωκε" e.g. in Josh. xxi. 45. 1 Kings viii. 56. 2 Kings 
x, 10, 

Οὐ yap .... Ἰσραήλ, for not all who are of Israel, are Israel; i.e. 
not all the natural descendants of Abraham, are Israelites in the true, 
spiritual, scriptural sense of the word. The Talmud, Tract. Sanhed. 
cap. 11, expresses the feelings and views of the Jews relative to their 
claims of preeminence: 8371 DY DY Γ ΓΙ wh bisqiy—ba, i.e. all Israel 
have their portion in the world to come. But such claims are rejected 
by our text and the sequel; as well as by Rom. iii, John viii, 89. 
Matt. iii. 9. Gal. iii. 9,28, 29. Tap here shews, that what follows is 
designed for illustration and confirmation. 

(7) Σπέρμα, natural descendants.—Téxva, children, here in the higher 
spiritual sense, like that of Ἰσραήλ above, in the second instance.— 
᾿Αλλ᾽ ἐν Ἰσαὰκ .... σπέρμα, but, “ In Isaac shall thy seed be called ;" 
ive, in the person of Isaac, thy seed, viz. thy descendants who are to 
stand in a covenant relation to me, shall be chosen or selected. These 
same τέκνα are, in the next verse, called τὰ τέκνα τῆς ἐπαγγελίας, In 
ver. 5 above, ἐπαγγελίαι (FB) are reckoned among the external pri- 
vileges which the Israelites enjoyed. But even these, only a part of 
Abraham's natural descendants enjoyed. Ishmael, Abraham’s eldest 
son, was excluded from the covenant relation; and so were Abraham's 
six sons by Keturah, Gen, xxv. 1—5. 

᾿Επαγγελίας in ver. 8, however, refers to the promises in Gen, xv.4,5. 
xvii. 15, 16, 19, 21, (see ver.9). Isaac was in a special sense the son 
of promise ; and his natural descendants, therefore, may be styled τέκνα 
τῆς ἐπαγγελίας. 

(8) Τοῦτ᾽ ἔστιν, that is, i. 6. which signifies, which means.—O% τὰ 
ss os θεοῦ, it is not the natural descendants [of Abraham] who are the 
children of God. Τὰ τέκνα τῆς σαρκός plainly means physical or natu- 
ral descendants, children in the first and literal sense. But the sense of 
τέκνα τοῦ θεοῦ is not so obvious. Is it here used to designate the 
children of God in the highest spiritual sense of this term? I think 
not; for it is Isaac and his descendants as such, who are here contra~ 
distinguished from Ishmael and the other six sons of Abraham and 
their descendants. The point here insisted on is, that natural descent 
from Abraham did not of itself entitle any one to the high spiritual 
privileges of the gospel; that the Jew had no more right than the 
Gentile, to expect any peculiar favour to himself merely on such a 
ground. But how does the apostle illustrate and confirm this prin- 
ciple? By shewing that in ancient times, the promise of a numerous 
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seed who should stand in a covenant relation to God, and enjoy pecu- 
liar external privileges on this account, was not made to the natural 
descendants of Abraham as such, but only to those natural descendants 
who would spring from Isaac the son of peculiar promise. In other 
words ; Ishmael, and the other sons of Abraham by Keturah, had no 
share in the covenant-engagements made with the promised seed. 

The deduction from all this is, that God does not dispense his bless- 
ings or favours according to claims grounded on mere natural descent 
or external privileges, but according to his own infinite wisdom and 
pleasure. In other words, the claims of men on the ground of birth, 
or external privilege, or merit of their own, are not the ground of 
decision on the part of God, with respect to the blessings which he may 
bestow upon them. The first two of these constitute no ground at all 
of claim ; and the last, also, has no foundation, inasmuch as all men 
are sinners and are deserving of the divine displeasure. Of course, the 
reasons why God gives to these, and withholds from those, are with 
himself; they are not grounded on our claims or merits. Reasons he 
doubtless has, and these of the best kind ; for who will venture to tax 
infinite wisdom and goodness with doing any thing without good and 
sufficient reason? But then these reasons God has kept to himself; 
he has not revealed them to us. When this is the case, the apostle 
speaks of him as acting κατὰ τὴν πρόθεσιν abrov—xard τὴν ὡρισμένην 
βουλὴν καὶ πρόγνωσιν αὐτοῦ, &c. But nothing can be farther from 
truth, than to suppose that a Being of infinite wisdom and goodness 
ever acts arbitrarily, or without the best of reasons; although they 
may be, and often are, unknown to us. 

That τέκνα τοῦ θεοῦ may mean, ‘ the children of promise in respect 
to the external privileges and blessings of the ancient covenant or dis- 
pensation,’ is clear from the manner in which τέκνα (0°)3) is applied to 
the whole body of Israelites, in Deut. xxxii. 5,6. xiv. 1. Hos. xi. 1. 
Exod. iv. 22, 23. Of the same nature is rd τέκνα τῆς ἐπαγγελίας. It 
designates those on whom the promised blessings were bestowed, 
which are mentioned above in vs. 4,5; or else those who were the 
descendants of Isaac, himself a τέκνον τῆς ἐπαγγελίας. In the same 
manner σπέρμα, at the close of the verse, is to be understood, i. 6. as 
equivalent to τέκνα θεοῦ in the sense just explained, or as YU in 
Gen. xvii. 8. 

The argument and illustration of the apostle, according to this expla- 
nation, stand thus: ‘ All claims of the Jews to the spiritual privileges 
and blessings of Christ’s kingdom, on the ground of natural descent 
from Abraham, are futile. Evenin ancient times, God did not confer 
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the blessings and privileges of his ancient dispensation on such a 
ground. Only one of Abraham's sons was selected as the object of 
God’s peculiar covenant. Consequently, it is no strange thing that 
God should deal in like manner with Abraham’s natural descendants, 
at the present time.’ 

The question is not, whether the distinction made in ancient times 
among the natural descendants of Abraham, and to which the apostle 
here refers, was one which had direct respect to their condition in a 
future world, i.e, to the highest spiritual blessings; for most clearly 
this is not the case. Surely all the natural descendants of Isaac were 
not called in this sense, The distinction adverted to here, must be 
that which had respect to the external covenant-relation of the Israelites, 
as a nation, to God, But the essential question, in respect to the 
meaning of the whole passage, is: Why does the apostle adduce such 
an example here of God's bestowing blessings κατὰ πρόθεσιν αὑτοῦ ; 
‘The answer to this must be, that he adduces it to justify the principle 
which is concerned with the fore-ordaining, calling, justifying, and glorify 
ing the κλητοί described in chap, viii. But this surely does not pertain 
to mere external privileges in the present world, 

The amount of the whole is, that Paul, in order to illustrate and de- 
fend God’s proceedings in respect to bestowing spiritual blessings of the 
highest kind, adduces examples from the Old Testament Scriptures, 
where the principle concerned is exactly the same, as that which is 
concerned with the calling and glorifying of the κλητοί, viz. where the 
blessings bestowed are not conferred on the ground of being a natural 
descendant of Abraham, nor on the ground of merit or desert, but κατὰ 
πρόθεσιν θεοῦ. Now certainly God can no more be unjust in great things 
than in small ones; and if he was not unjust in selecting the objects of 
his temporal favours κατὰ πρόθεσιν αὑτοῦ, why should we regard him as 
unjust in selecting the objects of his highest spiritual favours in the 
same way; that is, not according to claim or merit on the part of men, 
(for these belong not to them,) but according to reasons, good and suffi- 
cient ones, known only to himself? Such as are inclined to feel that 
this would be wrong on the part of God, and that it is in any measure 
proper for us to complain of this, will do well to read the sequel of this 
chapter with a candid, humble, inquiring mind. 

(9) ᾿Επαγγελίας γὰρ .... vide, for this was the word of the promise : 
“ According to this time will I come, and Sarah shall have a son,” 
Gen. xviii. 10, 14. This shews who the children of the promise were, 
that are described in the preceding verse, viz. the descendants of Isaac, 
the son thus promised. Hence the γάρ at the beginning of the verse. 
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Kara τὸν καιρὸν τοῦτον. according to this time. In Hebrew the 
whole phrase runs thus: ΣΤΤῚ NT3 FOR Sew, 1 will surely 
return or come back to thee, when the time shall be reaewed, Gen. xviii. 10. 
The word ΣΌΓΙ seems to be simply an adjective, as the text now stands, 
and to mean lirtag ageia, in the sense of being renewed. So Gesenius 
and Tholuck: comp. Gen. xvii. 2] and xviii. 14, 191D. The Sept. 
reads im this last case, εἰς τὸν «πτερὸν» τοῦτον ἀναστρέψω πρὸς σὲ εἰς ὥρας. 
What is meant by εἰς ὥρας, unless it be exactly, at the very hour, I am 
unable to conjecture. In regard to τοῦτον (which seems to be put for 

717), one almost spontaneously falls upon the conjecture, that the 
Sept. and Panl must have read F377 in Gen. xviii. 10, 14, instead of 
ΓΙ: which is by no means improbable, considering that the ancient 
manuscripts were destitute of vowel points, and that the two words ΤΣ 
and ΣΤΙΣῚ are so nearly alike. 

(10) The apostle having thus shewn, that the promised seed was not 
ell the natural descendants of Abraham, but only a select part of them, 
he now advances a step farther, and goes on to shew, that not only did 
God make a distinction cara πρόθεσιν αὐτοῦ among the natural descend- 
ants of Abraham, but that even among the descendants of him who was 
‘“‘the son of promise,” he made a like distinction; and this too, in a 
case where the respective merit or desert of the parties could not 
possibly be the ground of distinction. Thus, in respect to the descend- 
ants of Isaac; Jacob his younger son was chosen as the object of favour, 
and Esau the elder son, who according to the custom of the patriarchs 
had higher rights, was rejected. Yea, this reception of the one to 
special favour, and rejection of the other, was determined on before 
the children were born, i.e. before they could have done either good or 
evil, or in other words, before they could have possessed any merit or 
demerit. Consequently the πρόθεσις of God was according to his 
ἐκλογή, and not ἐξ ἔργων or on the ground of merit. 

The reason why the apostle adds this example of God’s selecting the 
objects of his favour, to the one which he had already produced, seems 
to be, in order to prevent the objections which might not unnaturally 
be made in respect to the force of that example. The Jews might say: 
‘As to Ishmael, he was only the son of a bond-woman, and therefore 
had no good title to be an heir of promise. And as to the sons of 
Keturah, they were much younger than Isaac, who of course was 
entitled to the rights of primogeniture. On these grounds we may 
suppose the preference was given to Isaac.’ 

In order to foreclose every thing of this nature, the apostle now 
produces an example of ἡ κατ᾽ ἐκλογὴν πρύθεσις, which effectually 
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accomplishes his object. Esau was not only the son of Rebecea, the 
Jawfal, proper, and only wife of Isaac, but he was the elder son, and 
therefore entitled by usage to the rights of primogeniture. Yet notwith- 
standing all this, Jacob was preferred to him, and was chosen as the 
τέκνον τῆς ἐπαγγελίας. 

The bearing which all this has on the main subject of the apostle, 
is plain. ‘If God did, κατ᾽ ἐκλογήν, make such distinctions among the 
legitimate and proper children of Isaac, the son of promise, then the 
same God may choose, call, justify, and glorify those who are «Anroé in 
respect to the heavenly inheritance. If it is not unjust or improper, 
in one case, to distribute favours card πρόθεσιν αὑτοῦ, then it is not in 
another,’ 

Οὐ μόνον δέ, and not only; an incomplete or elliptical expression, 
which has been filled out in different ways by different critics. The 
most natural of these seems to be, to supply τοῦτο. Then the sentiment 
is simply: ‘Not only was such the case with Abraham, but also in 
respect to Rebecca, &c.’ 

“Ῥεβέκκα forms here a kind of anacoluthon, i.e. the beginning of a 
sentence, the construction of which is afterwards changed, or in other 
words, the sentence is not finished in the same manner in which it 
was begun. Here, the natural grammatical construction would. be, 
ob μόνον δὲ [τοῦτο], ἀλλὰ καὶ 'PeBénxg, ἐξ ἑνὸς κοίτην éxobop.. +s 
ἐῤῥήθη ««« ὅτι, κιτιλ. Instead however οἵ Ρεβέκκᾳ (Dat-), we have 
in the text Ῥεβέκκα (Nom.), with which ἔχουσα agrees. But the 
construction thus begun in the Nominative, is not carried through. 
Instead of associating the Nom. 'PeSéxca, with some following verb 
of which it might be the subject, the verb ἐῤῥήθη is afterwards employed, 
and the Dative required by it is made by a pronoun referring to 
Ῥεβέκκα, viz. by αὐτῇ. This mode of construction is frequent in 
Hebrew, where what is called the Nom. absolute is employed, to 
which a pronoun in the sequel refers, being put in the ease in which the 
verb or the nature of the sentence requires it to stand, 

"EE ἑνὸς κοίτην ἔχουσα, accipiens semen unius viri. Literally κοίτην 
means cubile, bed; figurately however it is employed to designate 
semen concubitus; like the Hebrew ΘΓ M2>W, concubitus seminis, 
Lev. xv. 16,82, xviii, 20,23. xxii, 4. In Lev. xviii, 23, M22 alone 
is employed to designate the same idea. A clear case of such a usage, 
is in Numb, ν. 20, (Sept.). Bretschneider is the first, so far as I know, 
who has satisfactorily illustrated this word. The idea is, having con- 
ceived by one, i.e. by Isaac our ancestor. 

(11) Τάρ, illustrantis.—Devrnbévrwy, se. παίδων, which the mind 
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spontaneously supplies, by recurring back to ἐξ ἑνὸς xoiryy ἔχονσα. 
The whole phrase in the verse, is a construction with the Genitive abso- 
lute, i.e. a species of anacoluthon. 

Μηδὲ .... κακόν, neither having done any thing good or evil; a very 
important declaration in respect to its bearing on some of the contro- 
verted questions about hereditary depravity or original sin. It appears, 
that when the words related in the next verse were spoken to Rebecca, 
the children in her womb had arrived to such a state of growth, as that 
life and motion in them were perceived by the mother, Gen. xxv. 22, 23, 
i.e. to the age of some five months, comp. Lukei. 24. At this period, 
then, the apostle declares that they had done neither good nor evil, i.e. 
they had as yet no positive moral character; there was, as yet, no 
developement of their moral powers. The assertion is so clear and 
direct here, that I see not how we can evade the force of it. And with 
the principle here developed, the tenor of other texts agrees; e.g. 
15. vii. 15, 16, comp. viii.4. Deut.i.39. Jonah iv. 11. That some 
knowledge of law and its obligations should exist, in order that sin can 
be committed, seems to be clearly decided by Rom. iv. 15, and to be 
plainly implied by James iv.17. John ix. 41. 1Johniii.4. Every 
man’s consciousness of the nature of moral guilt, moreover, seems spon- 
taneously to decide in accordance with these texts. But when children 
do arrive at such a growth of moral nature, that they begin to sin, the 
Scripture does not seem to have decided ; I mean, that I have yet dis- 
covered no text where this point is fixed. Ps. li. 5, when compared 
with Ps. lviii. 8, will hardly establish the doctrine which many have 
supposed it to establish. Gen. viii. 21 decides no more, than that men 
begin very early to commit sin; and John iii.6. Eph. 11. 3, and other 
texts of the like nature, decide only that men in a natural state, i. e. in 
an unregenerate or unsanctified state, are children of wrath, and carnal ; 
but they do not definitively fix the time when they begin to sin. 

The apostle, however, has told us when sinning had not begun, in 
respect to Jacob and Esau. That they possessed powers or faculties, 
even in the womb, which were afterwards employed in committing sin, 
when they were more fully developed, is undoubtedly true. But the 
power or faculty of sinning is one thing; the commission of sin, another. 
Adam in paradise, before his fall, certainly possessed the power or 
faculty of sinning; but he was not guilty of sin because he possessed 
such a power, but for the abuse of it. It is not therefore the powers 
which the Creator has given us, that makes us sinners; it is the abuse 
of them. God may be, and is, the author of our power to sin; but he is 
not therefore the author of our sins. So young children may have all 
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the powers adapted to sinning, without having yet sinned; for it will 
not be denied that Jacob and Esau had the embryo of such powers, in 
their early state, at the period when the apostle says that they had not 
committed any sin. But I refer the reader to what is said relative to 
these topics, in my remarks on chap. y. 12—19, in Excursus V. 

‘The object of the apostle, in here saying that the children had done 
neither good nor evil, is very plain, viz. to cast light on, or to confirm, the 
truths which he had disclosed in chap. viii, 28—39. There all things are 
represented as contributing to the good of the κατὰ πρόθεσιν κλητοί, 
ver, 28, seq. Now if the Jew should object to this, as being unac- 
countable, or as evincing partiality on the part of God, the apostle 
could of course foreclose this objection, by shewing him that instances 
of the like nature, (so far as the principle of them was concerned), are 
recorded in the Old Testament. In the case before us, the decision of 
God in respect to the future lot and privileges of Jacob and Esau, was 
not made by reason of any claims of merit, or any grounds of demerit; 
for it was made before the children were born, and before they had done 
either good or evil. It was so decided, moreover, 

‘Iva ἡ sss καλοῦντος, that the purpose of God according to election 
might stand, not of works, but of him that calleth, "H κατ᾽ ἐκλογὴν 
πρόθεσις means, a purpose which proceeds from one's own free choice, 
one to which he is moved by internal, not by external, causes or motives. 
Tt means here, a purpose which God did not entertain because he was 
moyed to it by any thing which Jacob or Esau had done, or would do 
(οὐκ ἐξ ἔργων), but for reasons which he has not disclosed, and which 
pertain merely to himself, But let the reader beware, how he repre- 
sents, or even imagines, these reasons to be arbitrary or ungrounded. 
This would be to represent the divine conduct, as utterly inconsistent 
with infinite wisdom and goodness. 

Οὐκ ἐξ ἔργων, not of works, i.e. not because of merit, not because of 
obedience yielded to the law of works, i.e. the law requiring good works. 
—AAN ἐκ καλοῦντος, but of him that cableth; i.e. the admission of the 
one to privileges, and the rejection of the other from them, proceeded 
not from their personal desert, but from him who calls, i.e. chooses or 
selects men to be the objects of his special favour, for reasons within 
himself, That such is the sentiment here, seems very plain; for the 
apostle has just asserted, that the decision of God in respect to the 
future destiny and privileges of Jacob and Esau, was’ made before 
they were born, and before they had done either good or evil; and that 
it was so made, in order that God's κατ᾽ ἐκλογὴν πρόθεσις might be stable, 
μένῃ, Heb. 02%. 
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ounp. Mal i. 2,3, fo0m which the quotation here is made, and where 
the prophet adds to the last clause (Hees ἐρκσησαὶ, the followme wards: 
Aad laid his mountains and his heritage waste. That the whole refers & 
the bestowment of temsporal blessings and the wahhokime of them, ἃ 
clear not only from this passage, but from comparme Gen. xxv. 23. 
χχυῇ, 27—29, 37—40. As to ἐμέσησα, its meaning here is rather 
privative than positice. When the Hebrews compared a stronger 
affection with a weaker one, they called the first lore, and the other 
hatred ; comp. Gen. xxix. 30,31. Deut. xxi 15. Prov. xm. 24. Matt. 
vi. 24. Luke xiv. 26 comp. with Matt. x. 37. Glass. Rhet. Sac. Lib. LIL 
tr. 3. can. 19. 

After all, this does not answer the question: What is the object of 
the apostle, in making his appeal to such an instance of car’ ἐκλογὴν 
πρόθεσιςῖ Must not this answer be, that he does so in order to justify 
and support what he hath said in chap. vii. 28—39? And surely, 
what he has there said does not relate to temporal condition or privileges, 
but to effectual calling, to justifying and glorifying. 

All however which is decided is, that God, in either case, does not 
bestow his blessings on the ground of merit, (for how can any sinner be 
blessed on such a ground 7), but for reasons known only to himself, and 
which are ab intra, not ab extra. 


Those who contend against this sentiment, contend against what is every 
day exhibited before their eyes. Why was this man born white, and that one 
black? Why is this child born and nurtured in the bosom of a pious family, 
and that one in the midst of robbers and murderers? The children had “ done 
neither good nor evil,” when their lot was decided. This no one can deny. 
Then, in the next place: Is not their eternal condition connected with their 
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means of grace, their pious nurture, their present condition and associations in 
life? And who placed them in their present condition? 

How easy now to multiply such questions indefinitely ; and the answer must 
at last resolve the whole into divine sovereignty. ‘The world is full of that which 
teaches this doctrine. All nature speaks it, and speaks it loudly too; not less so 
than the Bible itself. Yet with all this, the Bible plainly recognizes the freedom 
of men, and attributes to themselves their own destruction. The world say, 
that there is contradiction here; but if there be, the naturalist has as really to 
contend with its difficulties, as the advocate for revelation. However, there 
can in reality be no contradiction or absurdity in two things which are both true. 
All the difficulty lies in us. Being ignorant of the manner in which predesti- 
nation and free-agency can be reconciled, we are prone to think that they are 
irreconcileable. When will men learn, that their ignorance is not the measure 
of truth ! 

‘One cannot but contemplate with regret, the efforts of some critics to evade 
the plain, philological, (and for my own part I must say, inevitable) meaning of 
the chapter on which we are commenting. It seems to me, however, that I 

_ perceive in nearly all, who are sober-minded and judicious men, a radical mis- 
take in their conceptions respecting predestination. They transfer to it aualo- 
gies from the material world ; and then they seem to feel, that it is but another 
name for fate or destiny. ‘They conceive of a decretum absolutum as involved in 
it, which, as they view it, is neither more nor less than a decree without any 
reason, a mere arbitrary decision, With such views, they reject the doctrine of 
predestination; and rightly, if it does indeed involve all this. That this how- 
ever is a very imperfect and erroneous view of the subject, is what I fully 
believe; and what J have endeavoured to exhibit in the statements above. 
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charge him 
rit iker, in t to the manner in which he has been made, But 
not to make the appeal solely to the right, as m sovercign, which God has over all 
his creatures; what ground of objection can be alleged against the divine pro- 
ceedings, when God endures with much long suffering the rebellious and contuma- 
cious, not speedily cutting them off as they deserve, but waiti ing. them 
space for repentance? Comp. Rev. ii. 21. 2 Pet. iii. i i 
iii, 33. 1 Pet. iii.20. Why should we comy display 
his abounding mercy, chooses from among the perishing, both Jews and Gentiles, 
those on whom he will bestow his grace? The ancient Seriptures do repeatedly 
testify, that he would do this ᾿ A 
‘All this is by way of answer to the objection of the Jew, against the assertions and 
arguments of the apostle. Paul affirms, that ‘God is at liberty to choose, and does 
choose, the objects of his grace when and where he pleases; that he selects these 
from among the Gentiles as well as the Jews; that he is bound by no promises or 
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(14) 'Té οὖν ἐροῦμεν ; language which Paul puts into the mouth 
of the objecting Jew.—Mi) ἀδικία παρὰ τῷ θεῷ; A very natural 
question for one whose mind is perplexed and offended with the 
doctrine of divine sovereignty, and the dispensation of favours on the 
part of God, κατὰ πρόθεσιν αὐτοῦ. If God has dispensed them 
independently of any merits on the part of man, and for reasons 
known only to himself, it seems to an unhumbled and carnal man, 
that he has dispensed them in a merely arbitrary manner, without any 
regard at all to justice or propriety. How easy it is to feel difficulties 
and raise questions on this perplexing subject, fact shews. From 
the time of the apostle down to the present hour, the same questions 
have been repeated, and the same difficulties felt. That some of 
those who have maintained the doctrine of divine sovereignty, have, 
at times, given occasion for their opponents to charge on them 
representations of such a nature as make predestination amount to 
fate or destiny, and κατ᾽ ἐκλογὴν πρόθεσις to amount to arbitrary 
decision,—is what I feel unable to deny. In some treatises on 
reprobation, enough that stands exposed to such a charge, or to 
something very much like it, may be found. But to argue from such 
expressions as τὸν Ἔφαῦ ἐμίσησα, an actual hatred, like that which 
men cherish toward one another, would be a great abuse indeed of the 
sound principles of exegesis. On the same ground, one might prove 
that it is our duty actually and positively to hate father, mother, wife, 
children, brethren, sisters, yea, and our own lives or ourselves also, 
and that we cannot be Christians without so doing, if he should urge 
the literal meaning of Luke xiv. 26, and other texts of the same tenor. 
God cannot hate, more humano, any thing which he has made; and 
therefore he cannot hate man, who is made in his own image. Consult 
for a moment, Rom. v. 8—10. John iii. 16, 17. Tit. iii. 4,5. 80 the 
Wisdom of Solomon, xi.24: “ Thou lovest all beings, and abhorrest 
nothing which thou hast made, neither hatest any thing which thou 
hast created.” But still, God may and does hate sin; he may and 
will punish it; he may treat sinners therefore as if he hated them, 
ive. he may inflict evil or suffering upon them. In the future world, 
he never does this but in consequence of actual guilt, and in pro- 
portion to that guilt; but in the present world, trouble and sorrow may 
be brought on men as the instruments of trying them, of purifying 
them, of humbling them, and this without being proportioned by 
the simple principles of retribution; for suffetings and trials here, 
are not always in the way of retribution, In all this, God acts κατὰ 
πρόθεσιν αὑτοῦ" certainly not in an arbitrary manner and without any 
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manner merely arbitrary, and irrespectively of all works or character 
on the part of the sinner. On the contrary, it implies, that before 
sinners are made the objects of his special mercy, they are “ dead in 
trespasses and sins,” that they are “ by nature children of wrath and 
disobedience,” that “what is born of the flesh is flesh,” that “ the 
carnal mind is enmity against God, is not subject to his law, nor indeed 
can be;” consequently, that the case here supposed (of previous merit 
and effort) never exists. And in fact, it never does exist. It is God’s 
mercy which first disposes sinners ¢o will and to do, (Phil. ii. 13. 
Eph. ii. 1. Rom. v.6—10.) How then can his mercy be bestowed in 
consequence of their previous merits? The thing is plainly beyond 
reasonable question ; it is impossible. 

All this, however, does not disprove the doctrine that good. works 
will be rewarded ; which is certainly and plainly a Scripture doctrine. 
But what are good works? Those which are done before conversion, 
or after it? Surely the latter. But in respect to the reward of 
Christian or evangelical good works, the apostle is not here speaking. 
What he says, has respect to the foreknowing, foreordaining, calling, 
justifying, and glorifying, mentioned in chap, viii. 29,seq. ΑἹ] this is not 
on the ground of merit, but of pure gratuity; and consequently is τοῦ 
ἐλευῦντος θεοῦ. The fact that good works themselves are rewarded, is 
itself a part of this pure system or plan of grace; for it is only the 
works of those who are sanctified, which are reputed good in the 
Scripture sense, i.e. holy, acceptable to God; and even the best of 
these are imperfect, so that they could not claim any reward on their 
own account and on principles of legal merit. The law allows of no 
imperfection, It requires us “ to love God with all the heart, and our 
neighbour as ourselves.” Now as no man on earth has ever done this, 
(Jesus only excepted), so no man has ever been in a condition to 
advance a claim to reward on the ground of law, in any age or country 
of the world. Consequently, the fact that the good works of saints 
are rewarded, is a matter of gratuity, and not of legal claim, But still, 
this part of the subject is not what the apostle is here discussing ; and 
consequently what he says here, is not to be regarded as at all inter- 
fering with or contradicting what he says on the subject of good works 
being rewarded, in other parts of his writings. 

As to θέλοντος, it indicates desire, wishing. Τρέχοντος is used to 
designate strenuous effort. In such a sense it often designates Christian 
efforts; e.g. 1 Cor. ix. 24,26, Hebr xii. 1. Phil. ἢ, 16. iii, 14. 
Gal. ii. 2. v. 7, &c, ᾿Ἐλεοῦντος here is designed to convey the idea, 
that our blessings originate from God's compassion, love, and mercy, 
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and are not bestowed on account of our own deserts. To construe this 
in such a manner as to exclude the idea of gratuitous reward for 
obedience and good works, in the sense above stated, would be to 
depart widely from the meaning of the writer; whose design is to affirm, 
that man’s salvation is to be attributed solely to the mercy of God, and 
not to any merit of his own. 

(17) The preceding verse, although comprising a sentiment which is 
very disagreeable to the natural heart and to the pride of unsanctified 
men, is still more easily acquiesced in than the one now before us, 
which has been the theme of great contention, and the occasion of not 
a little unguarded and hazardous assertion. Let us first investigate 
the language. 

Λέγει yap ἡ γραφὴ τῷ Φαραώ" for the Scripture saith to Pharaoh, 
instead of the formula, for God saith to Pharaoh. So Gal. iii. 8, 22. iv. 30. 
What the Scripture says, God says, for πᾶσα ἡ γραφὴ θεόκνενστος. 1. 6. it 
is the word of God. So the Rabbins frequently exchange the two formulas 
of quotation, OWT “aN, the Name [God] says, and 23N37 ὝΕΣ, the 
Scripture says; both of “which are designated by the abbreviation ‘rok. 

“Orc εἰς .... δύναμιν pov, for this very purpose have I roused thee wp, 
that I might exhibit my potoer. Paul has departed from the Septuagint 
version, which runs thus: ἕνεκεν τοῦτο διετηρήθης, iva ἐνδείξωμαι ἐν σοὶ 
τὴν ἰσχύν pov’ so that Paul substitutes ἐξήγειρα for διετηρήθης, ὅπως for 
ἵνα, and δύναμιν for ἰσχύν. The apostle seems plainly to have made 
a translation of his own, independently of the Septuagint; and one 
which, on the whole, was better adapted to the purpose of his argument 
here, and equally accordant with the original Hebrew, or rather, more 
strictly accordant with it. 

For ascertaining the sense then of ἐξήγειρα, (on which the tenor of the 
whole passage depends), we must not take διετηρήθης for a commentary 
on it here, inasmuch as the apostle has rejected this, and preferred 
another verb, for the sake (as it would seem) of a nearer accordance 
with the meaning of the original Hebrew in this particular passage. 
What then is the sense of ἐξεγείρω, as employed in Hellenistic Greek ἢ 
Passow has not inserted this word in his classical lexicon, although it 
is certainly a classical word, for Xenophon employs it, Cyrop. VIII. 7. 2. 
In the Septuagint it is a very common word, being used some seventy 
times. In none of these cases does it mean to create, to produce, to raise 
up, in the sense of bringing into being, &c.; so that those who construe 
ἐξήγειρά ot, I have created thee or brought thee into existence, (Bcza: 
Feci ut existeres), do that which is contrary to the usus loquendi of the 
Greek language. 
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In the Septuagint, ἐξεγείρω is employed throughout in the sense of 
arousing, exciting, rousing up, waking up from, &c., with slight shades 
of variation in meaning, according to the connexion and the adjuncts 
of the verb. So it is employed by the Septuagint to translate the 
Hebrew YT, to rouse up, or to wake up, ice. from sleep, Ps. iii. 5. 
Ἰχχῆ 20, exxxviii. 18. Jer. xxxi. 26. 1i. 89, Dan. xii.2. In the like 
manner it stands for Ὑ7)}, to wake up or rouse up from sleep; Gen. 
xxviii. 16. xli, 22. Judges xvi. 15,21. Ps, Ixxvii. 171. But the prin- 
cipal use of it is, to designate the idea of rousing up one’s self to action, 
exciting or rousing up others to action, eaeiting or rousing up any thing, 
animate or inanimate, to do this or that ; e. g. Judges v. 12. Ps. vii. 7. 
xwxxiv. 26, Ivi.11. lxxix. 3. evii.2. Cant. iv. 16. Jer. 1.41. Joel iii.9. 
Zech. xiii. 7, &c. ; and so in the like manner forty-two times; see Trom- 
mii, Concord, in verbum, No. 11. In all these cases, it corresponds to 
the Hebrew “39, D7], &c. In seven other cases it corresponds to Dap, 
when this word is used in a sense altogether synonymous with that of 
τοῖν, 6.5. Numb. x. 35. 2Sam. xii.11. 1 Kingsxi.14, Esther . Ps. 
xviii. 62. Hab. i. 6. Zech.xi. 16. Throughout all these, the idea is uni- 
form, viz. that of rousing, exciting, stirring up, rendering active, urging to 
activity, in a word, in the sense of bringing out of a state of rest or inac- 
tion or inefficiency, into a contrary state, i.e. in the sense of exciting. 

Twice only have the Seventy employed ἐξήγειρα, where the meaning 
might perhaps be thought doubtful, In Prov. xxv. 24, ἄνεμος «- 
ἐξεγείρει νέφη, the wind raiseth up clouds. The Hebrew verb is Shin, 
begetteth or bringeth forth. But the sense of ἐξεγείρω here in the Sep- 
tuagint, is plainly the usual one. So also in Ezek. xxi. 16 (Heb. xxi. 21), 
ἐξεγείρεται corresponds to MITYB (from TYy); but still it has the sense 
of excite, this meaning corresponding substantially with the Hebrew, 
although not literally. 

In the New Testament we have only one example besides that before 
us, where ἐξεγείρω is used, viz. 1 Cor. vi, 14, where it is clearly used to 
designate the action of rousing from the sleep of death, raising or exciting 
from a state of inaction or death. 

On the whole, then, the sense of the Greek word is clear, and subject 
to no well grounded doubt. It means to rouse up, to excite, to stir up, 
in any manner or for any purpose. But does the Hebrew word in 
Exod. ix. 16, which corresponds to ἐξήγειρα, admit of such a sense? 

The Heb. word is 7297, Hiphil of ey; which usually means, in 
Kal, to stand, to stand fast, to continue, to standup, &c, In Hiphil 
(TOP), it means to make to stand, to place, also, to keep standing, to 
preserve or continue in standing. Tholuck and others have laboured to 
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the Hebrew word might hace such a sense, is sufficiently plain from 
1 Kings xv. 4. 2 Chron. ix. 8. Prov. xxix. 4. 2 Chron. xxxv.2. And 
so the Kal conjugation not unfrequently means fo contiase, to remain im 
standing; e.g. Exod. ix. 28. Lev. xiii.5. Dan.x.17. But although 
the Hebrew word ΤΟΥΤῚ might have the sense which Tholuck aad 
others assign to it, yet the Greek word ἐξήγεφα, which Paul uses, can 
hardly have such sense put upon it. I have been able to find no 
example of a usus loguendi, that would justify this exegesis. 

The main question remains, however: Has ὍΣΟΙ the sense of 
exciting, arousing, awaking, like the ἐξήγειρα of the ‘apostle ? If 20, 
then we may presume the apostle chose this Greek word, in deliberate 
preference to the διετηρήθης of the Septuagint. 

Instances of this nature are clear. So in Neh. vi. 7, FYTDYM, thes 
hast roused up or excited the prophets, &c. So Dan. xi. 11, 13, TOPM, 
and he shall excite or rouse up a great multitude, &c. We can have 
little reason, then, to doubt that the apostle had such a meaning of 
‘ETHEYT in view, when he rendered it ἐξήγειρα ; for this Greek word 
is fairly susceptible of no other meaning. In accordance, therefore, 
with this result (respecting the meaning of ἐξεγείρω), I have translated 
_ thus: For this very purpose have I roused thee up. 

“Oxwe .... τῇ γῇ, that I might shew forth my power, and declare my 
name, in all the earth or in all the land, viz. of Egypt. The consequence 
of Pharaoh’s conduct was, that the Hebrews were brought out of Egypt 
by signal divine interposition, viz. in the various plagues inflicted on 
Egypt after the declaration recorded here, i. e. the hail, the locusts, the 
extraordinary darkness, the smiting of the first-born among the Egyp- 
tians, the drowning of Pharaoh and his host in the Red Sea, δε. 
Exod. ix. 16, seq. Such interpositions caused the power and glory 
of Jehovah to be known through all the land of Egypt. Or if this 
last expression be .construed as having a more extensive sense, one 
might justify this by observing, that the Scriptures themselves now 
diffused so widely through the world, the Koran read and revered by 
many millions, the Greek author Artapanus (Euseb. Prep. Evang. 
IX. 29), also Diodorus Siculus (Bibl. III. 39), and the Latin Trogus 
(Justin. Hist. XXXVI. 2), all speak of the wonders which were done 

in Egypt, and the overthrow of Pharaoh there. 

(18) “Apa ovy .... σκληρύνει, therefore hath he mercy on whom he 
will, and whom he will he hardeneth. A conclusion of the apostle’s, 
and not the words of the objector, as some have intimated. This is 
clear from what is immediately subjoined by Paul: ’Epetc οὖν μοι, x. 7. ds} 
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which of course implies, that what preeedes had been spoken by the 
apostle, and not by the objector, 

On the nature and force of the conclusion here drawn, I have already: 
remarked in commenting on the preceding verse, As to σκληρύνει, 
Rambach, Carpzov, and Ernesti have endeavoured to shew that it 
means here, to deal hardly with, They appeal to 2Chron.x.4 and 
Job xxxix. 16 in order to confirm this ; but without effect, for in the 
first instance the grammatical construction and expression is different 
(an Acc. comes after the verb), in the second the Heb, is WPF, and 
the Sept. ἀποσκληρύνω, and the sense, moreover, is capable of harmo- 
nizing substantially with that in the verse before us, 1 see, therefore, 
no proper philological method of construing σκληρύνει, but in the way 
already intimated above. 

(19) Ἐρεῖς οὖν... ἀνθέστηκε; Thou wilt say to me, then: Why doth 
he still find fault, for who hath resisted his will? The apostle expected, 
as a matter of course, that the principles which he had just asserted, 
would be met with objections such as he now produces. On what 
ground did he expect this? At least, it will be admitted, it was 
because he had said something which seemed to imply what the 
objector here intimates. ‘* Whom he will he hardeneth,” says Paul. 
* Then why blame men for being hardened? How is this inconsistent 
with what God wills?’ is the reply of the objector; and this contains a 
sentiment, which has been repeated from the time when Paul wrote his 
epistle, down to the present hour. The objection seems to be for- 
‘midable, at first view ; yet all its seeming importance is derived from 
carrying along to the consideration of the divine dealings towards us, 
analogies borrowed from cause and effect in respect to material things. 
It does not follow, because God, by his infinite goodness and almighty 
power, will convert the wicked deeds of the sinner into means of 
promoting his own glory, that the sinner may not be called to an 
aceount and punished for the evil which he intended. It does not 
follow, because a wise and benevolent government may convert the 
crime of some individuals into a means of furthering the public good, 
that the criminals in question do not deserve punishment. Supposing 
then that there is a sense, in which sin is made even the instrument of 
accomplishing the wise and holy purposes of God and the greatest 
good of his creatures; it does not follow, that the sinner who had 
malignant purposes in view, is not deserving of punishment, nor that 
there is not an important sense in which he has resisted the will of God, 

(20) Μενοῦνγε, enim vero, immo vero, but still, however.—2w τίς 
εἴ νιν θεῷ; who art thou that repliest against God, i.e, who sayest 


were true, and could not be contradicted. — 
the objector, for charging God rashly and 
dealt hardly or unjustly by his creatures. He 


in Is. xlv. 9, or xxix. 16; for it does not literally foll 
either. The design of this quotation is, to stop 
objector who inquires: “ Why doth he find fault, then, 


ἐαδιὴδι ἀξνκλείορ ναπιο ἐσ glory while hind 
heart and to the punishment consequent upon 
apostle meets by appealing to the language of: the 

to the sovereignty of God over the works of his hands: 
ture a right to call in question the Creator, by who 
formed, and by whose goodness he is preserved t 
he reproach his Creator, because he has endowed him 
which he possesses?’ It is as much as to say: ὁ Even 
was some ground for the objection which you make, I 
the language of Scripture, and ask whether it is proper 


objection in the like spirit, but specially adapted to ὁ mot 
the haughty and presumptuous Jew, who, in Paul's time, was indignant 


! «δ 
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that God should be represented as making the Gentiles the objects of 
his special favour. In appealing, however, to the sovereignty of God 
the Creator, Paul cannot with any propriety be considered as asserting 
or intimating, that God is arbitrary in any of his dealings with his 
creatures, or that he ever makes any arrangement in respect to them, 
without wise and good and sufficient reasons. It would be altogether 
incongruous to suppose, that the’apostle did ever think or assert, that a 
Being infinitely holy and wise and just and good, would act without the 
best of reasons for acting; although, indeed, these reasons might not be 
given tous. It should be remarked here, also, that it is only when a 
proud and contumacious spirit lifts up itself, like that of the Jew in the 
context, that an appeal to a direct and sovereign right of God, is made 
by the sacred writers, in order to abash and repress such arrogant 
assumption. 

(21) But one quotation does not satisfy the apostle’s ardour to repress 
the objector. He makes a second one (ad sensum again, not ad literam) 
from Jer. xviii. 6, comp. ver. 4, which, by another image, inculeates the 
same sentiment as before. Ἢ obs «νον ἀτιμίαν; Hath not the potter 
power over the clay, to make out of the same lump one vessel to honour 
and another to dishonour ? i.e. one vessel for a use which is deemed ho- 
nourable, and another for one deemed dishonourable; comp. Jer. xviii. 4. 
* Even so (the apostle would say) are all men in the hands of God, and 
at his disposal τ᾿ comp. Jer. xviii. 6. In other words: " Who can call 
in question his right to dispose of us, as it seems good in his sight? The 
indecorum and contumacy of so doing, must be apparent to all.’ 

‘The Jew, however, regarded his nation as the φύραμα from which none 
but σκεύη τιμῆς could be formed. But the apostle lets him know, that 
God could make, and had made, the Gentiles also a φύραμα from which 
the like vessels were formed. The same God also makes unbelievers 
among the Jews, to be σκεύη ὀργῆς, as well as unbelievers among the 
Gentiles, He chooses the objects of his mercy or of his justice, where 
he judges best; not arbitrarily, but still for reasons which are not 
revealed to us, υ 

(22) Bi δὲ θέλων, «rd. It is evident to any one who will atten- 
tively read vs. 22—24, that the sense remains incomplete, the 
sentence (or sentences) is unfinished ; which form of writing the Greeks 
called ἀνακόλονθον. But what must be supplied in order to complete 
the sense of these verses, is not sufficiently plain to command the una- 
nimous consent of interpreters. Without delaying to recite different 
opinions, I would merely say, that at the end of vs. 22—24, it seems to 
me plainly, that the question in ver. 20 is to be repeated, viz. σὺ ric εἶν, 
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ὁ ἀνταποκρινόμενος τῷ θεῷ ; Whether you repeat this question at the end 
of ver. 22, or here and also at the end of ver. 24, seems to be of little 
importance ; for the sense in each case would be substantially the same, 
‘The sum of the sentiment thus explained, is: " πνέοντα πὸ 
might exhibit his punitive justice and sovereign power, endures with 
much long-suffering the wickedness of the impenitent and rebellious, 
who are worthy of divine indignation; and if he has determined to 
exhibit his rich grace toward the subjects of his merey, whom: he has 
prepared for glory, even toward us ([ἐπὶ] ἡμᾶς) whom he has called 
(viii. 30), Gentiles as well as Jews; [who art thou, that repliest against 
the divine proceedings in respect to all this 1 --- 
‘The whole passage is elliptical ; and besides this, there 
of construction at the beginning of ver. 23 (in καὶ ἕνα γνωρίσῃ), which 
will require further notice. I proceed from this general view, to exa- 
“mine the words. tw QO 
El δέ, if then or if now; i.e. since God is the supreme Lord of all 
things, and all his creatures are at his disposal bya sovereign and entire 
right (vs. 20,21); if now, determining to display his punitive justice 
and power, he has endured, &c. Δέν " orationi continuandae inservit,’ 
The connexion of thought seems to be this: ‘If the 
all creatures, who may dispose of them as he pleases, does still endure 
with much long-suffering the wickedness of some of them, and by all 
this determines to display his punitive justice, who can justly find fault 
with his proceedings ?’ i mrt 
Θέλων, willing, determining, designing, purposing. Tt intimates, of 
course, that in benedeni το 6 
fitted for destruction,’ God had a purpose or design of displaying his 
indignation against sin, i.e. his punitive justice and his power. Can it 
be a reasonable subject of complaint, that he is determined, ot that he 
purposes (θέλων), to bring good out of evil? 0) μον 
᾿Ἐνδείξασθαι τὴν ὀργήν, to manifest or exhibit his ἐν 
pleasure ; in other words, to display his punitive justice with respect to 
the wicked. Ὀργή is often employed to designate the idea of puniah- 
ment, ie. the consequences of indignation or anger; ὁ. g- Rom. i 18. 
iv, 15. χη, 4, ὅν, al, So Demosthenes; οὖς ἴσην τὴν ὀργὴν ὁ νόμον. 
trate, κ΄ TAs the law has not sanctioned equal punishment, &e. Reiske 
Demosth. p. 528.—Kai γνωρίσαι τὸ ξύνατον αὑτοῦ, and to make knoton, 
publish, declare, his power ; comp. δύναμις in ver. 17, where the power 
of God has special reference to his miraculous interpositions in order to 
punish Pharaoh with the Egyptians, and to deliver the oppressed 
Hebrews. δύνατον, therefore, in the connexion in which it here stands, 
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must be viewed as having a special relation to the power of making 
retribution to sinners, the power of punitive justice, But to understand 
and interpret this as done for purposes of revenge or vengeance more 
Iumano, or for the sake of display such as men make through pride 
and vain glory, would be to make God altogether like ourselves, and to 
represent him in a manner altogether reproachful and unworthy of his 
perfections. A being who is self-existent, immutable, and independent ; 
who cannot even be imagined as depending in any manner or measure, 
for his own essential happiness or glory, on the creatures whom his 
power has formed and his bounty supports—such being eannot have 
any purposes of revenge or vain glory to accomplish. Of what possible 
consequence could they be to him? Men are prone to revenge, from 
malignity and because of wounded pride; they are prone to display, 
because of vanity and vain glory. But the ever blessed God, who is 
Jove, and whose essential glory cannot be affected by the giving or 
refusing of homage by any of his creatures, and whose happiness 
cannot in any measure be affected by their opposition to him—such a 
God we cannot at all imagine as exhibiting his punitive justice and 
power, for the purposes of revenge or display. He exhibits them only 
for the purposes of benevolence, i.e. for the sake of doing good to the 
subjects of his moral government ; who, while they are allured to virtue, 
on the one hand, by all the glories of the upper world, are deterred from 
sin, on the other, by the judgments that are inflicted on the disobedient 
and rebellious. 

“Eveyxe, endured, bore with. The verb φέρω has generally the sense 
of bearing or carrying away, i.e. of bearing accompanied by motion in 
some other way. But it is also employed in the sense of fero, patior, 
to endure, to suffer, Heb, xiii. 13; or of tolero, sustineo, to tolerate, to 
bear with, as Heb. xii. 20; in the Sept. Gen. xxxvi. 7. Numb. xi, 14. 
Deut. i,.12. In this last sense it is clearly used here, as the adjunct 
ἐν πολλῇ μακροθυμίᾳ shews.—MaxpoOvpiig, long-suffering, longanimitas, 
i.e. forbearance to punish, delay to enforce the strict claims of justice. 
‘The apostle seems to have his eye here on the case of Pharaoh in par- 
ticular, who, after he had nine times resisted the mandate of heaven to 
let the Hebrews go, was still spared and preserved in life, although he 
had long before forfeited all claim to forbearance. Still the design of 
Pavl plainly is not to limit the case to Pharaoh only. He means to 
intimate, that God, in like manner, now (i, 6. at the time when he-was 
writing) displays his long-suffering, by forbearing to punish those who 
deserve it. And what was true then, in respect to this matter, has 
been so ever since, and is so at the present moment. 
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Sassy ἀργῆς, τεπαεὶς τῇ wrath means. vessels mm wupect te wheek wrath 
should be dusplayed, Le. writed men whe deserve pummsheeent. The 
νει wiky the writer bere makes use of exowy, may be feud πα the 
verses immediately precedine, where be bes spoken of vwessmis fied 
for heneurable and disheusarcite wor. The language ἀδεναδίῳ conployed 
there, is fguratiwely weed here. Le. wicked men are called σε ὠργῆς. 
So im Is. xin. 5, the Persian. acary ἃ called TET SST “23, σεεύῃῃ ὀργᾷς 
cepsow comp. Jer... 25. Bat m these examples of the Helvew Scrip- 
teres, by σκεύη cope: ἴὲ neact sestrements of corcuiing the devene dis- 
pleasere; while in our wext the meammy is peste, VIE. persoms 08 
whom it ought to be of will be exceuted. 

Βατηρτιαμένα εἰς ἄκωλεια», fitted fer destruction ; another offendics- 
jam criticorem. Κατηρτισμανα, fitted: How’? By whom? The text 
does not sav. Ic sierply desipmates the cctwsi condsties of the σκεύη 
ἀργῆς. Now whether thes came to be fitted merely by their own δεῖ, 
oc whether there was some agency om the part of God which brought 
them to be fitued, che text of self does mot bere deciare. The passiee 
participle, im seach a case, may be applied to desizaate what one has 
done for kamself; e.g. 3 Tim i. 21, tay οὖν τὸς ἐκκαθώρῳ ἑαυτὸν are 
τούτων, ἔσται σκεῦος εἰς τιμὴν .... ac πᾶν ἔργον ἀγαθὸν ἡτοιμασμέ- 
vev, where the bemg prepared for every good work is the consequence 
of the ἐκκαθάρῳ ἑαντόν. 50 ἴα 2 Tim. δὲ. 17, ἐξηρεισμένος denotes the 
bemg prepared οἱ fitted for every good work, by the beneficial imflmence 
of the imspered Scriptures. Bat m our text, bow can we avoid com- 
paring κατηρτισμένα in ver. 22, with ἃ τροητοίμασε m ver.23? The 
two verses are counterparts and enisthetic ; and accordingly we have 
σκεύη ὀργῆς, to which σκεύη ἐλέους corresponds, and so εἰς ἀπώλειαν 
and εἰς ἐόξαν. How can we help concinding, then, that κατηρεισμένα 
and ἃ τροητοίμασε ? 

The objections which can be made to such a sense of κατηρεισμένα 
here, viz. a sense which makes it to designate seme agency or arvange- 
meni on the part of God, by or m consequence of which, or under which 
the ressels of wrath become fitted for destruction, are im all respects just 
the same as can be brought against the ἐξήγειρα, «.r. A. of ver. 17, which 
has been so fully discussed above. The question is not, whether God 
is, ἐπ any sense, the author of sm in such a way as throws the guilt, or 
any portion of it, upon him, and removes or diminishes the criminality 
of the sinner. The answer to this question is settled and certaim from 
the tenor of the whole Bible, as well as from passages direct and express; 
e.g. James i. 12. But the question is: Whether God, as the sovereign 
of the universe, has a right to dispose of, and does so dispoee of, his 
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creatures who are moral and free agents, as to place them in cireum- 
stances in which he knows they will sin; and, supposing it to be certain 
that in such a case what he foreknows will come to pass, whether it is 
proper for him to exhibit his punitive justice and power? This is pre- 
cisely the attitude of the question in ver.17; and it seems plain that 
the apostle has not let go the subject there discussed, but that he here 
presents it again in a somewhat different form, and in the way of direct 
antithesis. If any one is still stumbled at this, I must refer him to 
such texts as 1 Pet. ii. 8. 1 Thess. v.9, for God hath not appointed us 
to wrath, οὐκ ἔθετο ἡμᾶς, x.7-A ive. the implication is, that he has 
appointed some others, but not us, to punishment, &c. Jude, ver. 4. 
Prov. xvi,4, Add to these, such as designate the antithesis to this 
meaning, viz. the appointment of some to life eternal ; as in Acts xiii. 48, 
ii.47, Eph. i.4,5,11. 2Tim.i. 9. Rom. viii. 29, 30. Eph. iii. 11, al. If 
now to all these he adds such texts as 2 Sam. xii. 11. xvi. 10. 1 Kings 
xxii, 22. Josh. xi. 20. Ps. ev. 25. 1 Kings xi, 23, 2Sam. xxiv, 1. 
Exod. vii. 18, ix.12. x.1, 20,27. xi. 10. xiv. 8. Rom. ix. 17, 18. 
Deut. ii. 30. 18. 1xiii. 17. John xii. 40, he can no longer doubt that 
there is some sense, in which the sacred writers do declare that God is 
concerned with evil. In what sense, 1 have endeavoured to shew above, 
on ver. 17. In the same sense, and in no other, can we suppose God 
to be here concerned with fitting the vessels of wrath for destruction. At 
all events there can be nothing more difficult in this, than there is in 
all the texts just referred to ; and especially in Prov. xvi.4. Jude, ver. 4. 
1 Pet. ii. 8. 1 Thess. v.9. It is of no use to explain away the force of 
one text, while so many others meet us which are of the very same 
tenor; and some of which, at least, admit of no explaining away. And 
even if we give up the Bible itself, so long as we acknowledge a God, 
who is omnipotent and omniscient, we cannot abate in the least degree 
from any of the difficulties which such texts make. The great problem 
is: How can entire free agency and accountability consist with entire 
dependence, and with the fact that our Creator has designs to accomplish 
even by our very wickedness? The how is the whole of the nodus ; and, 
as has been repeatedly said, is plainly beyond the boundaries of human 
knowledge. In the mean time, as sin is actually in the world, and men 
are actually accountable,—would it be any relief to the difficulties of our 
question, to suppose God to be so impotent that he cannot bring good 
out of evil; or so deficient in foresight and wisdom, as to have made a 
plan for the world of intelligent moral beings, which is radically defective 
in regard to accomplishing the ends of benevolence, and which admits 
evil that was neither foreseen nor can be prevented, nor even turned to 
ce 
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the accomplishment of good? I repeat it, would this be any relief for 
the difficulties of our question? I think every candid and sober man 
will answer in the negative. It is better, then, to let the subject rest 
where the Bible has placed it. He who admits a God, supreme, omsi- 
scient, omnipotent, holy, and benevolent, must admit that this God will 
make sin the occasion of exhibiting his punitive justice amd power, for 
the good of the rational universe; and this is enoegh. This is what 
our text, and what ver. 17, plainly implies. 

(23) Kai iva γνωρίσῃ, an enallage of construction. Ver. 22 begins 
with ci θέλων .... ἐνξζείξασθαι .... καὶ γνωρίσαι, ie. with a participle 
followed by the Infinitive mode. The same construction contimeed 
would require [εἰ θέλων] γνωρίσαι τὸν πλοῦτον, c.r.A. But instead of 
this, we have iva γνωρίσῃ. In the same manner, the apostle might have 
said, εἰ ξὲ θεὸς, ἵνα évceity.... καὶ yrwpion.... ἤνεγκεν, κατ. Now 
as both of these methods of expression amount to the same thing, and 
as both are equally good in respect to grammar, the apostle has used the 
one in ver. 22, and the other in ver. 23. The rules of modern rhetoric 
would indeed require, that the same construction should be carried for- 
ward, with which the writer had commenced the sentence. But I sup- 
pose it will not be doubted, that Paul frequently departs from the rales 
in question. That θέλω may be followed by iva with the Subjunetive, 
as well as by the Infinitive, (like θέλων .... iva γνωρίσῃ), is clear from 
such examples as occur in Matt. vii. 12. xx. 32 (where ἵνα is implied); 
xxvi. 17 id. xxvii. 17 id. Mark vi. 25. ix. 30. x. 51 (iva implied), et 
szepe. That this may be so with the participle of θέλω as well as with 
the verb, appears from 2Cor. xi. 12, θελόντων .... iva .... εὑρηθῶσι, 
κτλ, The fall construction here then, is [εἰ δὲ θέλων) ἵνα γνωρίσῃ, 
K.T.X. 

Τὸν πλοῦτον τῆς δόξης, his abundant glory, where the first noun stands 
as an adjective ; comp. Heb. Gramm. ὃ 440. ὁ. Σχεύη ἐλέονς, i. 6. vessels 
toward which his mercy was to be displayed; the same as the cAgrof 
of chap. vill. 28, and the antithesis here of σκεύη ὀργῆς. ---- Ἃ προητοί- 
pass, which he had before prepared ; comp. Acts xiii. 48. ἢ. 47. Eph. 
i. 4,5, 11. 2 Tim.i. 9. Rom. viii. 28, 29,30. Eph. iii. 11, et al.— Δόξαν, 
glory, i.e. happiness, glory in heaven.—As to πλοῦτος, comp. Rom. ii. 4. 
Eph. i. 7,18. ἢ. 7. Col. i. 27. 

After δόξαν there is plainly something wanting, in order that the 
sentence may correspond with ἤνεγκε, «.r.A. in the verse above. The 
most appropriate verb to be supplied seems to be ἠλέησε, had mercy upon ; 
it being suggested by the phrase σκεύη ἐλέονς. But supplying this, 
we read thus: ‘(And if desiring] that he [Ged] might make known 
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his rich grace toward the vessels of mercy which he had before prepared 
for glory, [he shewed mercy to] us whom he called,” &c. In this way 
all runs on smoothly ; and although I have not seen this exegesis of the 
passage in any commentator, I cannot help thinking that it is the most 
easy and obvious one. At all events, no one can read ver. 23, with its 
ἤνεγκεν κι τα As, without feeling that some corresponding verb is wanting 
here. Tholuck has represented ἐκάλεσε as being this verb; but the 
οὗς καί seems to forbid this. And besides, ἐκάλεσε does not seem to 
complete the sense. Understood as above explained, the sentiment is 
plain, and the transition in ver. 24... . οὺς καὶ, ker. Δ, is facile. 

The same thing is accomplished in another way, viz. by supposing 
the ellipsis to. be completed from the former part of ver, 28 thus: “ God, 
desiring that he might make known his. rich grace toward the vessels of 
mercy, which he had. before prepared for glory, [ἐγνώρισε τὸν πλοῦτον. 
τῆς δόξης αὑτοῦ ἐπὶ] ἡμᾶς, ος καὶ ἐκάλεσε, κι τ᾿ A." This evidently comes 
to the same thing as the exegesis given above; and it has this preference 
over it, that the whole of the ellipsis is supplied in so many words from 
the preceding context. 

That ἡμᾶς is governed by some verb implied, seems to be plain; for 
ἐκάλεσε governs οὕς, not ἡμᾶς. Ἡμᾶς, viewed in this light, is synony- 
mous with σκεύη ἐλέους, or is in apposition with it, and therefore takes 
the same preposition (ἐπί) implied before it. The phrase connected 
stands thus, (according to the last proposed method of filling up the 
ellipsis): He made known his rich grace toward or unto us, [ἐπὶ] ἡμᾶς. 


(24) Oie καὶ ἐκάλεσε, whom he did indeed call; καί aj is, or 
καί intensioum ; wai intendit sive auget” (Bretschn.); comp, viii. 28 
—80, and the notes on these verses. 


Οὐ μόνον .... ἐθνῶν, not only from among the Jews, but also among 
the Gentiles. Comp. iii. 29, 30, i. 16. ii. 9, 10. iv. 9, 12, 

(25) Ὡς kai.... λέγει, even so he saith by Hosea. Ἔν Ὡσηέ may 
mean in Hosea, i.e. in the book of Hosea; just as ἐν Δαβίδ (Heb, iv. 7) 
may mean in the book of David. But in both cases, it is perhaps 
more probable that the meaning is, by Hosea, by David; like the 
Hebrew pwina, TZ. 

Καλέσω.... . ἠγαπημένην, 1 will call him who was not my people, 
my people ; and her who was not beloved, beloved ; i.e. the Gentiles, 
who were deemed outcasts from God and were strangers to the 
covenant of his promise, will I bring into a covenant relation with 
me, and number among my beloved family ; I will make them “ sons 
and daughters of the Lord Almighty.” The object of the quotation 
is to support the assertion just made, that the vessels of mercy were 
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great, Τὸ κατάλειμμα σωθήσεται, a remnant [only] shall be saved. 
Κατάλειμμα here, and the corresponding Heb. “Nt, means @ small 
number, a residue only. And correspondently with this the context 
obliges.us to interpret the word, both here and in Is. x. 22, seq., 
from which it is quoted. This sense is the only one apposite to the 
apostle’s purpose; which is to shew that the Hebrew prophets had 
foretold the same thing which he affirms, viz. that only a remnant of 
Israel is to be saved. In the original Hebrew, the passage has 
probably the same sense as here, i.e. it relates to the times of the 
Messiah ; as may be seen by comparing Is. x. 20,21. The meaning of 
‘ver, 22 seems to be, that only a small remnant of them [small compared 
with those who had perished] will return to the Lord, so.as to be 
received by him. 

(28) Λόγον .... « γῆς, quoted verbatim from the Sept., Is. x. 22, 23, 
with the exception that γάρ is added by the apostle, to shew that 
he continues quoting for the sake of confirmation ; for ποιήσει Κύριος, 
the Sept. has Κύριος ποιήσει: and for ἐπὶ τῆς γῆς, the Sept. has 
ἐν τῇ οἰκουμένῃ ὅλῃ. ‘The original Hebrew runs somewhat differently ; 
destruction is decreed, which shall make justice overflow ; yea, destruc 
tion is verily determined on; the Lord Jehovah will execute it in the 
midst of all the land. The Sept. and the apostle both represent the 
general sense of the Hebrew, but do not follow the words. Λόγον 
συντελῶν means, accomplishing his word, ice. his promise or threat of 
excision, Καὶ συντέμνων, deciding, bringing to an end, accomplishing, 
viz. his λόγον, as before.—'Ey δικαιοσύνῃ, carrying all this into execu- 
tion, so as.to satisfy the demands of jusdice. 

"Ὅτι λόγον συντετμημένον ποιήσει, for [Jehovah] will execute his word 
decreed, i.e. his threatening. determined on, or decisively made, deci- 
sively pronounced. Ἐπὶ τῆς γῆς, on the land of Israel. 

The object of the whole is only to shew, that God of old threatened 
to destroy great multitudes of the Jews for contumacy ; and that it is 
no new thing now to say, that great numbers of them will perish, while 
the Gentiles are received to favour. 

(29) Καὶ... .. Ἠσαΐας, yea, [it happens] as Isaiah had before said. 
Καὶ afirmantis, imo, immo. The object of this quotation is the same 
as that of the preceding one, viz. to shew that it is no new or strange 
thing, that a part, yea a large portion, of Israel should be rejected or 
cut off on account of their apostasy or unbelief. Consequently καί was 
followed, in the mind of the writer, (and of course it should be in the 
mind of the reader), by γίνεται or ἐγένετο, it happens or has happened. 
Προείρηκε here does not mean predicted, (as it does in some cases), but 
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because it is so retamed im the Septuagint version of Is. i. 9, which he 
here quotes. 

Στέρμα here enrresponds to the Hebrew 17%, the literal 
of which is not seed, but remnant, ie. that which is left or saved 
after a general overthrow or destruction. In Deut. mi. 3 and Is.i 9, 
the Septuagint has σεέρμα for TE. Urippa often means posteri, 
posterity, those who come after one. But I apprehend the ground of 
the usage in this case, by the Seventy, is, that ereppa (what is sows, 
seed) denotes what remains of grain, after the consumption for the 
year, until seed time comes, which is then sown: so that, considered 
in this light, σπέρμα is equivalent to residuum, which is the sense of 
it here. 

Ὥς Γόμοῤῥα ἂν ὡμοιώθημεν, instead of Γομόῤῥᾳ ἂν ὡμοιώθημεν, i.e. 
Γομόῤῥᾳ in the Dative after ὡμοιώθημεν. The Greeks could employ 
either construction; at least the Seventy have done so; see in Hos. iv. 6. 
Ezek. xxxii. 2, in which latter case both constructions are employed in 
the same sentence; Aéovre ἐθνῶν ὡμοιώθης ov, καὶ ὡς δράκων ὁ ἐν 
τῇ θαλάσσῃ. The Hebrew is 9 ΓΗ͂ To be like Gomorrha, is to be 
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utterly destroyed, as this city was. The sentiment therefore is: 
* Isaiah said, concerning the Jews, that only a small remnant should be 
rescued from utter destruction.’ 

It is true, that in Is. i, 9, the passage does not respect the spiritual, 
but the temporal punishment of the Jews. But the ground of the 
apostle’s reasoning here is analogy. His object is, as it all along 
through the chapter has been, to illustrate @ principle of action. 
What God did at one time, and in one respect, he may do at another 
time and in a different respect, provided the principle concerned shall 
be the same. And surely it is no more against his benevolence or 
his justice, to punish spiritually for transgressions of a spiritual nature, 
i.e. for continued impenitence and unbelief, than it is to punish 
temporally for sins against himself. His promises to Abraham and 
his seed, i.e. his literal descendants, are only and always conditional, 

- either as. to temporal or spiritual blessings. Of course, the same 
principle of action applies to both, when God punishes. It is on this 
ground, then, that the apostle adduces instances of threatening temporal 
evil, in order to illustrate and confirm spiritual threats. 

Overlooking this obvious principle of analogical reasoning, many 
commentators on Rom. ix. have very strenuously maintained, that all 
which is there said pertains only to the present world and to things 
of a merely temporal nature, or at most, only to the external privileges 
of religion; and all this, because the instances here produced, are 
mostly of such a kind, But let any one look back first on chap. 
viii, 23—39, which most plainly gives rise to the whole discussion in 
chap. ix.; then contemplate the resumption of this theme in chap. ix. 6; 
and above all, let him view the summing up of the main object in 
chap. ix, 18—23, and then glance forward to vs.30—38; and it 
does seem to me, that, unless he has made up his mind in an a priori 
way, before he comes to the study of the text, he cannot entertain 
any doubt what the object of the writer is. ‘That extravagant positions 
have been advanced, on the ground of Rom. ix., which are revolting 
to piety and to right views of God and of human liberty, I should 
be among the last to deny. How easy it is for ardent polemics, 
when engaged in controversy and hardly pushed by subtle and able 
antagonists, to venture on extravagant positions, positions which 
depend on an exegesis ad literam, and not upon one ad sensum, need 
not be shewn, when the melancholy examples of such facts stand 
out so boldly in relief. But why all this should be charged on Paul, 
and why those who differ in sentiment from speculative critics of . 
this class, should go so far over in the opposite direction, as to lose 
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all sight of the apostle’s object and aim, and make him discuss things 
of a merely temporal nature, when he begins, continues, and ends 
with a spiritual theme ;—why all this is so frequently done, should 
be well looked to by those who are engaged in doing it. They may 
be very sincere in their opinions; and this I would by no means 
call in question. But a man may be sincerely wrong, as well as 
sincerely right; and when he is so through prejudice, through the 
heat of dispute, through reliance on mere human authority, through 
want of diligence and candour in studying the word of God, and judging 
with respect to its meaning ; then it is but just, that his divine Lord 
and Master should consider him as accountable for his wrong judgment, 
and for the mischief which he does to others by it. If I am myself 
in the very predicament which I am here describing, may God im 
mercy open my eyes to see the truth as it in reality is, that I may 
not wander and perish myself, nor be the occasion that others should 
do the same! 


CHAP. IX. 30—33. 


Having thus completed the illustration and confirmation of his views respecting 
the sovereign dispensations of God, as to his mercy and his justice, the apostle now 
repeats in substance a leading sentiment of his epistle, viz. that justification being 
wholly gratuitous, and by faith in Christ, it is extended to all who will receive it as 
such, and so brings the Gentiles within its reach; while the Jews, rejecting this 
method of salvation, have failed to obtain justification; for they have stumbled at the 
doctrine of the cross, and been unable to find acceptance with God on the of 
merit, or by deeds of law. As no doctrine of the gospel was more repulsive to the 
Jews, than the truth that preference would be given to believing Gentiles over them, 
or at least a full admission to the same privileges in all respects; so Paul takes 
vccasion frequently and solemnly to impress this important principle upon them. 


(30) Ti οὖν ἐροῦμεν ; a preface or transition to a summary of what 
he had been inculcating in the preceding context. It is as much as to 
say: ‘ How then may all that has been said on the point under con- 
sideration, be summed up? What in brief is the whole matter?’ The 
answer follows : 

“Orc... . ἐκ πίστεως, that the Gentiles, who did not seek after justi- 
Jication, have obtained justification, even that justification which is by 
faith. That is, one principal thing which I have maintained, (when I 
have averred that the Gentiles have become the children of Abraham by 
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faith, and are received in the place of the unbelieving Jews,) is, that 
those who did not seek after justification, i.e. who were once estranged 
from God and his law, were enemies to all which is good, and utterly 
regardless of spiritual blessings—these have now obtained justification 
by faith, ive. they are admitted by the mercy of God, without any 
merit on their part, to participate in the blessings of the gospel, even ‘in 
the justification which Christ has procured. Διώκω is frequently used, 
even in the classic authors, in a sense like ζητεῖν" and so in Hebrew, 
AT) for wpa. 

(81) Ἰσραὴλ... οὐκ ἔφθασε, but Israel, who sought for a law of 
justification, have not attained to a law of justification. That is, 
Israel, who, confiding in their own merit and good works, betook 
themselves for justification to their supposed complete obedience to 
the divine law, or betook themselves to the law as a means of justi- 
fication, have not found or attained to such a law as would justify 
them. In other words: ‘ The Jews, who trusted in their obedience 
and merit as the ground of their acceptance with God, have failed in 
obtaining acceptance or justification in this way.’ The reason or 
ground of this is fully stated in Rom, i—ifi, The law demands perfect 
obedience to all its precepts, which no one ever did, or ever will exhibit; 
and consequently, no one can obtain acceptance on the ground of legal 
obedience, or by works of law. The apostle proceeds briefly to state 
the ground of what he had just asserted. 

(82) Acari; ὅτε..... νόμου" Why? because [they sought] not by 
‘faith, but by works of law; i.e, Israel did not seek for justification 
in a gratuitous way, but by legal, i.e. meritorious obedience. That 
ἐκ πίστεως, by faith, necessarily involved, in the mind of the writer, 
the idea of gratuitous justification, is certain from Rom. iv. 4,5, and 
especially iv. 16. From a comparison of iii, 20—28, it is equally 
clear, that ἐξ ἔργων νόμου means, meritorious obedience, i.e. a complete 
obedience to every precept of the law, in such a way that the reward 
consequent on perfect obedience can be claimed. Such a reward, the 
apostle maintains, it is now impossible for any one of the human race to 
obtain, “ because all have sinned, and come short of the glory of God.” 

Now as the Jews were self-righteous and proud, they of course 
lacked that humility and sense of ill-desert which the gospel demands, 
and without which its salvation is not to be had. This pride and 
self-righteousness led them to reject the Saviour of lost sinners, and 
to refuse all trust or confidence in him. Here it was, that they 
stumbled and fell, yea, even to their own perdition ; as the apostle goes 
on to say : 
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Προσέκοψαν yap. ... γέγραπται, for they stumbled on the stone 
cL a cr Τάρ here is causal, i.e. standing before 


a clause which assigns the cause or reason why Israel had not obtained 
δικαιοσύνην. To the question, dari; why? 
Israel obtain justification? the apostle answers, (1) 
sought it by legal obedience, and not by faith. (2) As subordinate to 
this he says: They did not exercise faith, 
with the Messiah, as he appeared among them; 
at his character and claims. The γάρ stands as causal, 

(88) "I ee he eee στα υν τ ΠΟ 
stumbling and a rock of offence ; but every one who believeth 
shall not be ashamed. A peculiar quotation made: otUsaiaaaae 
and viii, 14. The former passage runs thus τ “ Behold, I have laid in 
Zion a stone, a corner stone, tried, precious, a firm 
confides in it shall not be afraid."—The latter passage thus: “ 4nd he 
shall be for a refuge, and for a stone of stumbling and a 
to both houses of Israel.” It appears, then, that the stone of stumbling 
and rock of offence, in Rom. ix. ieee νιον 
rest of the verse is taken from Is. xxviii. 16. 

Ὑξ ἐν avery. common, practioa samiong; he, ΤΑΙ ον ΠΕ 
the Scriptures, to mix passages together that are of the same tenor; 
and I may add, this is done by writers every day, 


improper liberty ; see Surenhusius’ Βέβλος Καγαλλάγης, Par. 
But however this may be, the fact that the apostle has 

to be plain. The reader will observe, that in Is, 
predicates of the stone that was to be laid in Zion, are, that it i 
precious, a firm foundation ; but one of the predicates in Is. vii 
that it is a stone of stumbling or a rock of offence. This is 
would coincide with the design of the apostle in the passage 
He is describing the unbelief of the Jews, their rejection of 
OF sa es of ening tt el εν. αι ἀρμθρῖανν 
their case. 

Ts. would porn to, Boiclenr from-to. eames iq 
both of these passages, that he applied them both to the Messiah; or 
at least, that they were, in his view, capable of such an application 
in the way of analogy. Tholuck and many others understand them 
Fr Rae The Chaldee Targum, on Is. xxviii. 16, translates: 

thus: “See, I place in Zion a King, a mighty and 
meaning the Messiah. Also the Babylonish Talmud (Tract. Sanhedrin. 


a ΒΕ 
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fol. 38, 1), the book of Zohar, and Jarchi. Kimchi also speaks of 
such an interpretation being given, In the New Testament, if the 
reader will compare Matt. xxi. 42, 44. Luke xx. 17, 18, and 1 Pet. 
ii. 5—7, he will find that Ps. cxviii. 22 ( the stone which the builders 

_ refused is become the headstone of the corner”), and Is. viii. 14 are 
joined together, on account of their resemblance and their reference to 
the same object. Peter has not only joined these two passages, but 
added a third, viz. Is. xxviii. 16, and referred them all to the Messiah. 
This casts light, therefore, on the intermingling of texts by Paul, in the 
passage under consideration. 

In regard to the text in Is. viii. 14, it seems evident from Luke ii. 34, 
that the pious part of the Jews, to say the least, were accustomed 
to give it a Messianic interpretation ; for thus does the aged Simeon, 
when he takes the child Jesus in his arms, and says: “ This child is set 
for the fall and rise of many in Israel, a sign that shall be spoken 
against.” So the Gemara (Tract. Sanhedrin) also interprets Is. viii, 14, 
of the Messiah, That the Messiah would be rejected by the Jews, is 
plainly enough predicted, (as their own ancient Rabies acknowledge), 
in Ps. xxii. Is. iii. Zech. xi. xii, ἃς, So the Bereshith Rabba, (a 
mystical commentary on Genesis, written about a.p. 300, by Rabbi 
Bar Nachmani), says: ‘* One will sing no song, until the Messiah shall 
be treated with scorn ; as it is written in Ps. Ixxxix. 52,” 

The objection against the Messianic interpretation of Is, viii, 14. 
xxviii. 16, viz. that ‘circumstances then present are referred to, the 
threatening of present punishment uttered, and excitement to present 
hopes and confidence then proffered,’ cannot weigh much against such 
an interpretation. The prospect of the future was then held out by the 
prophet to the wicked as a matter of dread ; to the pious, as a matter 
of hope and joy. Let us see, now, how this matter stood. The Jews 
looked forward to a great Deliverer, to a period of great prosperity and 
glory in the days of their Messiah. What says the prophet? He says: 
“The days of the Messiah himself shall bring no liberation of the 
wicked from evil; they shall be consolatory only to the good; for even 
the Messiah himself will be only a stone of stumbling and a rock of 
offence to the wicked.’ This is both prediction and preaching. It 
threatens and consoles, while it discloses what is yet future. 

Who can venture to say, now, that the prophet could not, or did not, 
entertain such views as these, and speak in such amanner? After the 
interpretation of Christ himself and of his apostles, in such a way as to 
support this view, we may venture to embrace it without any hazard. 

Οὐ καταισχυνθήσεται, in the Hebrew WT) 8, Paul seems to have 
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read (atid so the Seventy also), W°2)N or Win 1, The present 
Hebrew text, Wry ἘΠ), means literally, he shall not make haste ; but 
ἃ secondary and derived sense of this same verb, is, to be afraid, to be 
agitated with fear so as to betake one's self to fight. In this latter sense, 
it comes in substance to the same sense that καγταισχνυνθήσεταε expresses, 
viz. that of disappointed expectation and hope, failure of obtaining secu- 
rity and happiness. ‘‘ Non refert verbum, sed res.” 


CHAP. X. 1—21. 


Having thus shewn that the casting off of Israel cannot be alleged as a wrong on 
the part of their sovereign Lord and Ruler, and that the Scriptures contain many 
examples of the like dealing with individuals, as well as predictions respecting the 
refevttan of the Jews; having also declared very explicitly that this rejection is 
bevauee of their unbelief in respect to the Messiah, and their confidence in their 
own merits; the a now proceeds again to testify (as he had done in chap. ix. 
U—3) hie strong tion for his Kinsmen after the flesh, and bis ardent desires and 
‘rayere for their salvation. Nothing can be more appropriate expression of 
Ν much kind and deeply interested feeling, on his part, for the Jews, whom be is 
obliged to denounce and threaten because of their character and conduct. It serves 
tw shew, that he does not do this in the spirit of revenge, or because he loves denun- 
ciation; but that be does it with a sorrowful heart and eyes full of tears, that his 
bowels yoarn over them, and that he retains for them all the affection which he once 
had when acting with them, yea, even more, and that too of a higher and better 
TEA 

We had just said, that Israel was διώκων νόμον δικαιοσύνης .... καὶ οὐκ ἔφθασι. 
iors he reeumes the theme, and explains himeelf more at large. He states the 
reasun why they did not attain justification, vs. 2, 3, and goes on to shew, that Moses 
lusmeclf cuntirms the same kleas which he had disclosed to them relative to faith and 
words, va ὃ-ἢἂς The sentiment, that belief in Christ is necessary for all, both Jew and 
Girewk, is etill further confirmed by vs. 9--- 12. 

The apostle next presents the Jew, as objecting thus: ‘ If we allow what you say 
as τὸ the necessity of faith or belief in Christ, yet how are we to be blamed for reject- 
ἔς him, in case he has never been preached or declared to us?’ vs. 13—15. 

To thie the apuatle answers, (1) t not all who have heard the gospel, believe it; 
as lraiah buneett declares, va 16,17. (2) But further; the objection cannot be truly 
mate, that the Jews have uot heard the guspel, at least enjoyed the opportunity of 
hearing: it: fur one may apply to them, in this respect, the words of Ps. xix. 4; of 
the wonle of Moags, in Deut. xxxii 21; or of Isaiah, in Ixv. 1,2: so that they are 
lef? without any just apology for their unbelief, vs. 18—21. 


CL) Ἢ μὲν εὐδοκία τῆς ἐμᾷς καρδίας, the benevolent or kind desire of 
my Acart; i.e. his sincere and hearty wish, (as we say), is, &c.—Eic 
σωτηρίαν, for salration, i.e. for their salvation. Literally my prayer to 
(rod for them [ia] unto or in respect to salration. But εἰς is frequently 
ured in the New Testament in the same sense as y) in Hebrew; e.g. 
Rom. xvi. 6, εἰς ἡμᾶς, for us; 1 Cor. viii. 6, εἰς αὑτόν, for him, i.e. for 
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his honoar and glory; 2Cor. 6, εἰς ὑμᾶς, for your advantage; and 
so often. The phrase ὑπὲρ αὐτῶν [ἐστιν εἰς σωτηρέαν, is altogether equi- 
valent, then, to ἵνα σωθῶσι, or ὑπὲρ τῆς σωτηρίας αὐτῶν. 

(2) Μαρτυρῶ γὰρ αὐτοῖς, for I bear them witness. Τρ illustrantis, 
i.e. standing before a clause that suggests some consideration which has 
a bearing on the preceding declaration. ‘The apostle means to say, that 
he retains a strong affection for the Jews, and prays sincerely and 
ardently for their salvation ; and specially so, as they have much feeling 
and zeal in respect to the subject of religion. Αὐτοῖς is the Dative after 
μαρτυρῶ" for this verb commonly takes the Dative of the person or 
thing, for whom or which testimony is given, 

“Ort ζῆλον θεοῦ ἔχουσι, that they have a zeal for God ; θεοῦ being the 
Genitive of the object to which ζῆλον stands related. So in John ii, 17, 
ὁ ζῆλος τοῦ οἴκου cov, zeal for the honour of thine house; comp. Ps. Ixix. 
10 (9), ANZ MSI, also Acts xxii.3, and John xvi, 2. The apostle 
means to say, that the Jews had much zeal for objects of a religious 
nature, for such objects as had a relation to God; or in other words, 
that they possessed strong feelings and sympathies of a religious nature. 
And with this representation all accounts of them agree. Philo, Jose- 
phus, the various writers of the New Testament, by the facts which they 
disclose, most abundantly confirm the correctness of this declaration. 

᾿Αλλ’ οὗ Kar! ἐπίγνωσιν, but not according to knowledge ; i.e. not an 
intelligent, discerning, enlightened zeal; not a zeal regulated by a 
proper understanding of what was really religious truth. They perse- 
cuted Christians, for example, unto death, and yet thought: themselves 
to be doing service for God, λατρείαν θεῷ, John xvi.2. ‘There may be 
zeal without knowledge, which is superstitious, persecuting, hostile to the 
peace and happiness of the community; and there may be knowledge 
without zeal, which is cold, sceptical, unfeeling, and which devils may 
‘possess as well as men. An actual union of both is accomplished only 
by sincere piety; and a high degree, only by ardent piety. 

(8) ᾿Αγνοοῦντες yap... + δικαιοσύνην, for being ignorant of that justi~ 
fication which is of God. Θεοῦ here is Gen. auctoris, i.e. a Genitive 
‘designating the author of that which the preceding noun signifies. Τὴν 
τοῦ θεοῦ δικαιοσύνην is that method of justification, viz. gratuitous or by 
faith, which God has established, appointed, or revealed in the gospel. 
It stands opposed, here, to τὴν ἰδίαν δικαιοσύνην, 1. 6, justification on 
the ground of merit or by the works of law. Ράρ causal, i.e. standing 
before a clause which gives the reason or ground of the assertion, ἀλλ᾽ 
ob κατ᾽ ἐπίγνωσιν, and consequently it may be rendered for. 

The apostle does not mean by ἀγνοοῦντες, to imply that the Jews 
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Καὶ τὴν Wiay .... στῆσαι, vncaar hae anceleh ον} ΠΟ 
cation. To establish, στῆσαι, means here, to render valid, 00 
one's claims. The Jews sought for and expected justification by their 
own merit, i,e. vice tar iows ere eae 
ones. How defective their views were, on the | 
quired by the law of God, particularly in ἃ spiritual 
from the whole of the New Testament, but specially 
rations of the Saviour in his Sermon on the Mount, Matt. νυ. 
justification in the way of merit was impossible, tl 
shewn in chaps. ii. iii. 

Ge beeteyareshlthey hoes ect txtaltdaishodaoa n 
dering we give to the second Aor. of the Pass. voice, the 
of the Middle voice. So the Aorists of the Passi z 
see Buttm. Gr. Gramm, § 123.2, Winer's New Gi 
$33. 2. Butif we render οὐκ ὑπετάγησαν passively, # 
subjected, the sense will be substantially the same. Ὁ 

Sentiment of the verse: “ Having no correct views of. 
grace, and being earnestly desirous of justification on’ 


(4) Τέλος yap νόμου Χριστός, for Christ is the end of the 
belief in Christ, receiving him by faith and thus attaining t 
θεοῦ, accomplishes the end or object of what the law 

viz. which perfect obedience to the law would ace 


ultimate object or design of a thing ; e.g. Matt. xxvi. 58, 
to see the event, final end; Rom. νἱ. 31, τὸ τέλος, the end 
of those things, is death; 2Cor. xi. 15, ὧν τὸ τέλος, 


1 Tim.i. 5, τὸ δὲ τέλος τῆς παραγγελίας, now the ultima 
design of the commandment, &e.; Heb. vis 8, ἧς τὸ τέλος tic 
end or final reward is burning. See also James ν. 11. 1 peti δ, τὸ 
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τέλος, the end or event of your faith, is the salvation of your souls; iv, 17. 
So in other Greek writings ; 6. 8. τὸ τέλος τοῦ πράγματος εἰς κακίαν ἄγει, 
Test. XII, Patriarch, p. 689, τὸ τούτον τέλος ἐν θεῷ ἦν, the end or event 
of this matter was with the Divinity, Demosth. 292.22. So in the 
phrases τέλος λαμβάνειν, παρέρχεσθαι εἰς τέλος, ἐκ τοῦ τέλους γνωρισθέντα, 
κιτολ, 

From all this, there remains no good reason to doubt, that τέλος may 
mean here, ewitus, the end, final object, the result; i.e. the end which 
the law was intended to accomplish or bring about, has been brought 
about or accomplished by Christ. Now the end of the law, was the 
justification of men, i.e. their advancement to happiness and glory ina 
future world. So the apostle himself states in the sequel: “The man 
that doeth these things shall live by them.” But inasmuch as “all men 
have sinned and come short of the glory of God,” so “no flesh can be 
justified by the deeds of the law;” in other words, legal justification on 
the ground of merit, is now impossible. But what the law cannot 
accomplish, Christ does accomplish ; for through him the justification of 
sinners is brought about, which would otherwise be impossible. Christ 
then is the end of the law, i.e. he accomplishes or brings about that 
which the law was designed to accomplish—the acceptance of men with 
God, and their admission to the happiness of the future world. 

That ver.4 is only epexegetical of the last clause of the preceding 
verse, seems to me quite plain; and the yép intimates this. Christ 
then is asserted, in ver. 4, to be the end of the law, i.e. to answer the 
same end which the law perfectly obeyed would answer, as to justifica- 
tion. 
But τέλος has been very differently construed; viz. (a) As meaning 
end in the sense of ending or completion, In this case νόμος is inter- 
preted as meaning the ceremonial law ; so that the sentiment is: ‘Christ 
has, by his coming, made an end of the ceremonial law.’ But it is a 
sufficient objection to this interpretation, that it is wholly irrelevant to 
the subject now under discussion; which is, whether justification is by 
merit, as the Jews believed, or by grace. This interpretation, however, 
has been defended by Augustine, Gregory Thaumat., Schlichting, Le 
Clerc, Limborch, and some others. 

(ὁ) Christ is the τελείωσις or πλήρωμα of the Jewish law, i.e. Christ 
perfectly fulfilled or obeyed it. But this explanation, although defended 
by Origen, Pelagius, Ambrose, Melanchthon, Vatablus, Calvin, &c., 
fails in being able to make out a usus loquendi in favour of such ἃ sense 
of the word τέλος. And moreover; what is it to the purpose of the 
apostle? To say that Christ obeyed the whole law, ritual, or moral, 


us our sinfulness and our need of a 
designed to accomplish ; and thus it 
Christ as its finalend. He finds an ex: 
law is our παιδαγωγός to bring us to 


passage thus: ‘ Christ is the τέλος νόμφυ in 3 
brought it about, that we should not be judged 
law. He has removed the sentence of co 
who receive the gospel,’—Well and truly. 

Εἰς .... πιστεύοντι, in respect to the justifi 
‘This designates, as I have before observed, the 
Christ was τέλος νόμον. He is so to every believe 
others, i.e. not so while they are’ th 
to them as mighty and willing to save all who 1 
through him. Παντὶ, κι τ A. in the Dative, as the p 

(5) Μωσῆς γάρ" γὰρ illustrantis again; for: 
tions which follow are plainly designed to ilh 
methods of justification which the apostle had , 
Τράφει describeth, delineateth ; often used in such a 
σύνην τὴν ἐκ τοῦ νόμον, legal justification, i. 6... 
one which a man may claim as the proper reward of his: 
or obedience. The apostle makes this appeal to 
and illustrate his own declarations, and to 
py ahaha 

++ ἐν αὐτοῖς, that the: man sohia dooth these 
red ‘*Orusa peefized απο δια quotesong 
of our viz., namely, or as follows. The Greek 
to be the neuter of ὅστις, dre = ὁ ri, ive. this 

“Ποιήσας αὑτά, viz. the things spoken of in 
quotation is from Ley, xviii.5, which bas a 
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ordinances and statutes recorded in Leviticus. Tow is very frequently 
employed in the sense of performing, obeying, a statute, ordinance, &c., 
or obeying the will of another.—Zijeerae ἐν αὐτοῖς, he shall be rendered 
happy by them, i.e. by obedience to such statutes, &c. Obedience, 
i.e. entire obedience, shall render him happy, shall entitle him to the 
rewards that are proffered to the obedient. That the Jews understood 
something more than happiness in the present life, by the ὙΠῚ (ζήσεται) 
in Lev. xviii. 5, seems probable from the version of Onkelos: He shall 
live in eternal life by them.” So the Targum of Pseudo-Jonathan: 
“ He shall live in eternal life, and have a part with the righteous. 

(6) Ἢ δὲ «.... λέγει, but justification by faith speaketh thus. Δέ, but, 
here in distinction from, or in opposition to, the preceding declaration, 
Δικαιοσύνη is here personified. ‘The sense is the same as to say: ‘One 
who preaches justification by faith, might say,’ &c. 

Μὴ «.++ σον, say not in thine heart, i.e. within thyself. To say 
within one's self, is to think, imagine, suppose. So the Greek φήμι is 
sometimes used for internal saying, i.e. thinking. Ἔν τῇ καρδίᾳ σου, 
WaPB, where 3 (heart) is used like (soul), for self; and so very 
often, in the Hebrew language. 

Tic «+++ οὐρανόν; who shall ascend to heaven? ἅς. The whole 
appeal nodivmethba ot reasoning is in an analogical way. Moses, near 
the close of his life, in a general exhortation to obedience, which he 
addressed to the Hebrew nation, assigns as'one reason why they should 
obey, that the statutes of the Lord which he had given them, were plain 
and intelligible; they “ were not hidden from them, neither were they 
afar off,” Deut. xxx.11. In order to enforce this last thought the 
more effectually, he dwells upon it, and illustrates it in several ways. 
“The commandment,” says he, “is not in heaven, that thou shouldest 
say: Who shall go up for us to heaven, and bring it unto us, that we 
may hear it and doit. Neither is it beyond the sea, that thou shouldst 
say: Who shall go over the sea for us, and bring it unto us, that we may 
hear and do it?” ‘That is: ‘The law which you are required to obey, is 
plain, and intelligible; it is accessible to all men, and not difficult to be 
procured or understood. It needs no messenger to ascend the skies 
and bring it down from heaven; for it is already revealed. We need 
not send abroad for it, nor search after it in distant or inaccessible lands 
that lie beyond the ocean. In other words: ‘It is plain and easy of 
access,’ Nay one may say: “The word is very nigh unto thee, in thy 
mouth and in thy heart, that thou mayest do it,” Deut.xxx. 14. ‘That 
is: The commandment is in language which thou dost speak, and is 
such as thou canst comprehend with thine understanding;’ which last 
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ascend to heaven in order to bring Christ down, or into the world beneath 
in order to bring him up.’ 

The quotations before us are clear examples of the liberty which 
Paul takes, of accommodating the spirit of the Old Testament to the 
objects and truths of the gospel, without any slavish ins" asi to the 
mere form of words. 

Toor’ tore... ἀναγάγειν, that is, to bring up Christ from the region 
of the dead, viz. from the sepulchre or the world of the dead, to which, 
after his death, he descended. In other words, Christ, as proffered to 
perishing sinners in the gospel, is not to be sought in heaven, nor in the 
abyss; for he is near at hand. Sentiment: ‘Justification by faith in 
him is intelligible and accessible.’ 

(8) ᾿Αλλὰ τέ λέγει ; i.e. what saith ἡ ἐκ πέστεως δικαιοσύνη ὕ It saith: 
᾿Ἐγγύς σον... «. σου, the word is nigh to thee, in thy mouth and in thy 
heart, Ῥῆμα here means ῥῆμα πίστεως, ive. the gospel, as the sequel 
shews; comp. 1 Tim. iv.6. In thy mouth, in thine own language, i.e. 
a subject of conversation and teaching, Jn thy heart, i.e. a subject 
of meditation and thought. Sentiment: ‘The doctrine which I incul- 
cate, is so far from being an obscure and inaccessible and forbidden mys- 
tery, that it isdaily a subject of reflection and of conversation.’ 

That the apostle means the doctrine of faith which he taught and 
preached, is clear from the following τοῦτ᾽ ἔστι . . . « κηρύσσομεν. 

(9) Ὅτι, because, i.e. what Lhave said is true, because if, &c. 

᾿Ἐὰν ὁμολογήσῃς .... Ἰησοῦν, if thou shalt openly profess with thy 
mouth, that Jesus is Lord. ‘The verb ὁμολογέω means literally, eadem 
loqui, to speak what consents or agrees. with something which others 
speak or maintain, But it is frequently used to denote speaking or 
professing openly, i.e. proclaiming openly one’s belief in Christ, which 
was speaking in accordance with what other Christians had avowed. 
Ἐν τῷ στόματι, by word of mouth, in words, or by the use of language. 
Κύριον I take to be the predicate of the sentence, in this case, i.e. a true 
believer is to confess that Jesus is Lord; comp. Acts ii, 36, v.31. 
Phil. ii. 9,10, where the order of the words is, κύριος Ἰησοῦς Χριστός, 
the same as here, but where it is certain that κύριος must be a predicate, 
viz. that Jesus Christ is Lord. 

Kal πιστεύσῃς .... γεκρῶν, and shalt believe in thy heart that God hath 
raised him from the dead ; i. 6. shalt sincerely, ex animo, believe that God. 
has raised him from the dead, and exalted him to the throne of univer- - 
sal dominion. [{ is not the simple fact of a resurrection of Jesus’ body 
from the tomb, which in the apostle’s view is the great and distinguishing 
feature of Christinn belief; it is the exaltation, glory, and saving power 
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that are consequent on the resurrection, which he evidently connects 
with this event. So in Phil. ii.8—11. So in Acts il. 24, 31—33, 
where the whole connexion is very explicit; comp. also Heb. ii. 9. 
2 Cor. iv. 14. Acts xvii. 31. Rom. iv. 25. 1 Cor. xv. 17—20. 

Σωθήσῃ, thou shalt be saved ; 1. 6. a bold and open profession of the 
Christian faith, united with a sincere and hearty belief of it, will secure 
the salvation of him who makes such a profession; all which shews that 
the way of salvation is open and easy of access. 

The reader will observe, that the apostle has here followed the order 
of the quotations which he had made from the law of Moses (ver. 8) in 
stating the conditions of salvation. Independently of this, we might 
naturally expect that belief of the heart would be first mentioned, and 
then confession of the mouth, i.e. by words; for this is the order of 
nature. And so, in the explanation immediately subjoined, the apostle 
does in fact arrange his declarations ; viz. 

(10) Καρδίᾳ yap.... σωτηρίαν, for with the heart there ts belief unto 
justification, and with the mouth confession is made unto salvation. Πι- 
oreverat and ὁμολογεῖται, if regarded as being in the Mid. voice, may be 
rendered in an active sense; but both may be taken passively and ren- 
dered as above; or we may translate: Belief ts exercised, confession ἐξ 
made, &c. Our English version takes the first verb actively, and the 
last passively ; which does not seem to have been intended by the 
writer. Tap illustrantis, i.e. before a clause which assigns a ground or 
reason for what had just been said. Εἰς δικαιοσύνην and εἰς σωτηρίαν 
mean, so that justification is attained, and so that salvation is attained. 
Εἰς here, as often, stands before a noun designating the object or end 
to be obtained, and may be called εἰς objectivum. 

The sentiment of the verse is the same as before; viz. sincere belief 
in Christ, and open profession of him, are essential conditions of salva- 
tion, and such as, being complied with, will certainly secure it. The 
design of the apostle in repeating it, is merely to make an appeal, 
respecting this point, to the feelings and convictions of those whom 
he addressed. This is an important point, in the course of his argu- 
mentation. 

(11) This is still further confirmed by again bringing into view a 
text, to which he had before made an appeal in chap. ix. 33. Πᾶς 
6.... καταισχυνθήσεται, no one who believeth on him shall ever be 
disappointed ; i. 6. salvation is certain to every true believer. Id¢....ob 
I have put together and rendered no one. The form of the Greek is 
Hebraistic. The Hebrews had no method of saying none, except by 
using 9% (every one) with a negative 84 (not). Not every one, 55 5, 
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wae... οὗ, means of course none, i.e. no one; and so I have rendered 
it, Καταισχυνθήσεται, WD), none shall be put to shame by a failure of 
his hopes, none shall be disappointed. 

(12) The word πᾶς, which the above quotation from Is. xxviii. 16 
exhibits, gives occasion here for the apostle to bring into view a point 
which he had often insisted upon in the previous parts of his epistle, 
particularly in chaps. iii. iv., viz. that the salvation of the gospel is 
proffered to all men without distinction, and on the same terms. Ov 
yap «++ «Ἕλληνος, for there is no difference between the Jew and 
Greek, or there is no distinction of Jew and Greek ; i.e. no distinction 
as to the proffers of salvation and the terms on which it may be had. 
Tép illustrantis, viz. illustrating the πᾶς of the preceding assertion. 
Tn fact, there is a singular succession here of clauses, arising one out 
of another, to all of which γάρ is prefixed. Thus in ver. 10, καρδίᾳ 
γὰρ, «T/A, assigns a ground or confirmation of the preceding declara- 
tion; ver. 11, λέγει γάρ, κι τι λ., assigns a ground of confirmation, 
in respect to what had been advanced in ver. 10, i.e. it appeals to 
the Scripture in confirmation of it; ver. 12, ob yap, «.r.X., is again 
a confirmation of the declaration rac... . οὗ ἐπαισχυνθήσεται" and 
this last declaration is, in its turn, confirmed by two succeeding ones, 
viz. 6 yap αὐτὸς, κι τιλ., and πᾶς γὰρ bc, κιτιλιν the first of which 
contains a declaration of the apostle, and the second an appeal to 
the Scriptures confirming this declaration: so that here are no less 
than five clauses in immediate succession, all of which have a γάρ 
prefixed, and in the same sense throughout, i.e. each γάρ stands in a 
clause which serves to confirm or illustrate the preceding assertion, 
This is altogether characteristic of the manner of Paul; who in the 
course of making a single declaration, often throws out words, which 
suggest whole trains of thought that are but indirectly connected with 
the main object of the declaration, but which the apostle stops to 
express; and in expressing them, he is often led again to other 
thoughts connected with these subordinate ones; and these other 
thoughts again lead to a third series (if they may be so named) ; and 
after expressing all these, the writer returns again, and resumes his 
main subject; comp. for example, Rom. i. 1—7, where vs. 1 and 7 
belong together; Rom. v. 12—18, where ver. 18 is a resumption of 
the subject in ver. 12, and a completion of the comparison there begun. 
So in Eph. iii. 1—iv. 1, where 1 is immediately connected with 
iy. 1, while there is a parenthesis (so to speak) of twenty verses 
between. It is this manner of unfolding his thoughts, which gives 
birth to so many instances of γάρ, whose proper use is, to stand before 
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a clause that is added, in order to assign a reason of what precedes, 
or to exhibit an illustration or confirmation of it. Now masmuch as 
the apostle Paul often writes in the way above described, where 
one thought grows out of another in succession (as m the car 
above); so it is not strange that we have a γάρ that corresponds wih 
declarations of this nature, and therefore often repeated ; a circumstance, 
I may add, which has not been duly noticed by the great body of 
commentators. 

Ὃ yap....xavrwv, for there ts the same Lord of all; i.e. the 
Jews and Gentiles have one common Lord and Master; comp. 
Rom. iii. 29, 30. iv. 16, 17. — Πλουτῶν .. . . αὑτόν, abounding [τὰ 
goodness] toward all who call upon him. Πλουτῶν means being rich, 
having abundance, viz. of wealth. But here the connexion shews, 
of course, that the apostle means, rich in spiritual blessings, abounding 
in spiritual favours towards men.—’Extcadoupévacg ἐπ᾿ αὗτόν, like 
the Hebrew DW2 ΜΓ), means making supplication to him, perform- 
ing acts of devotion to him. Πάντας here again shews, that the 
goodness of God is not limited to the Jewish nation, but equally 
proffered to all. 

(18) This is confirmed again by another quotation which exhibits 
the same τᾶς. Πᾶς yap... . σωθήσεται, for every one who calls on 
the name of the Lord, shall be saved. Here we have the full Hebrew 
form, viz. mim pws No “WD , every true worshipper of God; 
ὄνομα being pleonastic, as in “ the name of the God of Jacob defend 
thee,”’ ‘‘ the name of the Lord is a strong tower,” &c. 

In regard to the quotations in vs. 11 and 13, from Is. xxviii. 16 and 
Joel iii. 5 (ii. 32), it has been frequently remarked, that the original 
Hebrew, in either place, does not exhibit Christ as the object of 
supplication and the author of salvation. In a certain sense this is 
true; i.e. it is true, that the sacred writers of the Old Testament, in 
these passages, seem to have had principally in view, confidence 
placed in God in a season of danger and distress, and the promise 
that such confidence should not be in vain. But here again, as in a 
multitude of other cases of the like nature, it is the principle of action 
which is the main question, not the special relation of it in ancient 
times. Is the principle the same under the Christian dispensation, 
as it was under the Jewish ohe, viz. that those who are exposed to 
danger and distress, and who put their trust in God, shall obtain 
deliverance? Is this true in a spiritual, as well as in a temporal 
respect? Or rather, is there not a xAnpworc to this promise, under 
the gospel? This will not be denied. Paul did not expect his readers 
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to deny it; and consequently he has made appeals in vs. 11, 13, 
which apply specially to Christ; although the passages in their origi- 
nal connexion, do not seem to have had such a special reference, 
But in doing this, (vs. 13—15 shew clearly that he has done it,) he 
has authorized us to apply to Christ the same divine worship and 
honour, which the saints of ancient days applied to Jehovah. Other- 
wise how could he make such an application of the words before us? 
He must have known that his readers would of course see, that he 
applied the very same things to Christ, which the writers of the Old 
Testament referred to Jehovah; and consequently, that he considered 
him as entitled to the same honours and confidence, I see not any 
way, in which we can make less out of the passage than this, viz, 
that all who believe in Christ shall be saved; all who pray to him, 
shall be saved. Of course, sincere belief and supplication are here 
intended. 

(14) The apostle here anticipates an objection which he expected 
the Jew would make to his argument, which urges the necessity 
of calling on Christ in order to be saved: ‘ How shall one call on 
him, unless he is first a believer in him, ie. first persuaded that 
he is the proper object of religious invocation? And how shall he 
believe this, provided no declaration of it has been made to him? 
And how can such a declaration be made, unless by a messenger 
or preacher duly commissioned? For the Scripture itself bestows its 
encomiums on such messengers, and thus impliedly recognizes the 
importance of them.’ To all this, the apostle answers in the sequel, 
vs. 16, seq. 

It seems to me almost a matter of indifference, whether (with Grotius) 
we suppose the apostle to introduce an objector as speaking here, 
in the person of an unbelieving Jew; or whether (with Tholuck and 
most commentators) we suppose the apostle himself to utter the words 
in question. If we attribute them to the apostle, we must suppose him 
to be uttering what an objector would naturally say; and this is the 
substantial part of the whole matter. It can be of no consequence, by 
whom it is uttered. 

Nor is it necessary to suppose, that all which comes from an objector 
is false. The speciousness of the objection consists in the claim of 
some part of it to be considered as true. We may concede, therefore, 
that the reasoning of the objector here is correct, if you allow him his 
premises; i.e. it is true, that men must first believe on a Saviour, 
before they will call upon him ; and that he must be preached to them, 
before they can believe on him; and that in order to this, there must 
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be some one to preach. It is true that the Scripture recognises the 
importance of such messengers. But then, the main question here after 
81} is, whether the fact assumed as a basis of all this reasoning, wm 
that the Jew had not heard the gospel, is true. The apostle proceeds 
the sequel to shew, that this is not the case; and therefore the whe 
objection falls to the ground. 

Πῶς οὖν... ἐπίστευσαν, how, now, shall they call [on him] # 
whom they have not believed? i.e. how shall they pray to him, ὧν 
religious homage to him, who is not the object of belief or confidence! 
Ody marks here a relation to the foregoing assertions. ‘ It is used," 
says Passow, “ in interrogative sentences, with reference to preceding 
assertions, which are conceded.” So here, the objector (or Paul is 
his place) concedes, that “the same Lord of all abounds in goodnes 
to all that call upon him,” (as had been asserted;) but he has some 
questions to ask, that are raised by this declaration, and by whic 
he aims to apologize for the unbelief of the Jews. Πῶς ov», &c., is 
as much then as to say: ‘ Conceding all this, still I ask,’ ἄς. This 
delicate shade of οὖν is not noted in the lexicons of Wahl and Bret- 
schneider. 

Εἰς ὅν here must mean the Lord Jesus Christ; for surely he is 
the specific object of faith or belief, about which the apostle is here 
discoursing. 

Πῶς δὲ meorevoovow [εἰς αὐτὸν] ov otk ἤκουσαν ; and how shall they 
believe [on him] of whom they have not heard? That is, before one can 
believe on a Saviour, he must have some knowledge of him; this 
Saviour must be proclaimed to him. Ov here is the Genitive governed 
by ἤκουσαν" “ verba sensis gaudent Genitivo.” — Κηρύσσοντος, « 
preacher, is one who proclaims in public any matter, who publishes 
aloud; in the Hebrew “iy2n, 

(15) Πῶς δὲ... -. ἀποσταλῶσι; And how shall they preach ex- 
cept they be sent? i.e. unless they are divinely commissioned ; comp. 
Jer. xxiii. 21. 

Καθὼς γέγραπται, even so it is written. The connexion of the 
sentiment which follows with that which precedes, I have found 
exhibited in no commentator so as to satisfy me. Most critics do not 
appear to have felt any difficulty with the passage, and have said 
little or nothing to the purpose upon it. But in my own mind there 
has always been a serious difficulty, in seeing how the sequel here 
either illustrates or confirms the declaration immediately preceding. 
I am not able now to see that this is effected in any other way than 
the following; viz. ‘the importance of the heralds of salvation, in 
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order to bring men to believe on a Saviour, is implied in the high 
commendation which the Scripture bestows upon them.’ This is truly 
implied by the words quoted; for why should these heralds be spoken 
of with high and joyful commendation, if they are not important 
instruments in the salvation of men? So the apostle in making this 
quotation, (for I suppose him, and not the objector, to cite the words of 
Isaiah), concedes, for substance, what had been implied in the questions 
just asked. 

Ὡς ὡραῖοι .... τὰ ἀγαθά, how beautiful are the feet of those who pub- 
lish salvation, who proclaim good tidings! The Septuagint translates 
thus: ὡς ὥρα ἐπὶ τῶν ὁρέων, ὡς πόδες εὐαγγελιζομένου ἀκοὴν εἰρήνης, ὡς 
εὐαγγελιζόμενος ἀγαθά ! So the Codex Vaticanus; but what the sense 
of such a text can be, it is difficult indeed to make out. The Hebrew 
runs thus: “ How beautiful on the mountains, are the feet of him who 
proclaims glad tidings, who publishes peace, who makes proclamation of 
good!” Is. lii, 7. Paul has evidently made a new translation, in his 
quotation; but he has abridged the original Hebrew.—Oi πόδες, feet, 
i.e. a part of the person taken for the whole; as often in Hebrew, and 
so in other languages; comp. Acts v.9. The reason why of πόδες is 
here chosen rather than any other part of the body, to be the represen- 
tative of person, would seem to be, that the heralds who proclaim any 
thing, OY, travel from place to place in order to discharge their 
duty. 

Ἑϊρήνην, BAW, good, salvation, good in its most extensive sense,— 
Ἐῤαγγελίζω means primarily, according to its etymology, to publish 
good news. But secondarily, it conveys only the general idea, to pub- 
lish ; consequently it takes after it a noun indicating the thing published, 
as here εἰρήνην... « τὰ ἀγαθά. 

(16) ᾿Αλλ’ οὐ πάντες ...- εὐαγγελίῳ, but all have not obeyed the 
gospel; i.e, all to whom it has been published, have not become obe~ 
dient to it. So I feel compelled to explain this passage; on the con- 
nexion of which I have been able to find no commentator who has given 
me satisfaction. The connexion I take to be thus. The objector, in 
vs. 14, 15, pleads by way of apology for his unbelieving countrymen, 
that it could not be expected they would believe without the gospel 
being preached to them ; thus intimating that many of them had not 
heard it proclaimed. To this the apostle answers, (1) That many who 
had heard it, viz. such as the objector himself must concede had heard 
it, did not believe it; and he quotes Is. liii. 1, in order to shew that the 
great prophet had predicted this same thing. 

To this the Jew replies, that the very quotation which he makes, 
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contains an implication of the sentiment, that men must hear the gospel 
before they can believe it; meaning thereby to intimate, that a part of 
his kinsmen after the flesh, at Jeast, are not to be involved in the charge 
of criminal unbelief. This last intimation the apostle immediately takes 
up, and replies to it, (2) In vs. 18—-21, by repeated quotations from the 
Old Testament, shewing that they all had heard the glad tidings of the 
gospel, or at least shewing that what was said in ancient times of the 
Jews, in respect to the warnings and promises of God, may now be said 
with equal truth and propriety. It is the principle of the apostle’s 
assertion or reasoning, which he designs to support and justify, by these 
quotations. 

In both ancient and gospel times, it could never have been strictly 
and literally true, that to every individual Jew the message of life and 
salvation had been actually proclaimed. Nor was this necessary to the 
apostle’s purpose. It was enough, if the proclamation had been openly, 
and repeatedly, and perseveringly made among the Jews, so that ali whe 
would, had opportunities of hearing it. Their ignorance, in such a 
case, would of course be voluntary ; and therefore, altogether without 
excuse. 

It is so at the present hour. Thousands in this land have never 
heard a gospel sermon, or read a book which disclosed the truths of the 
gospel, in their whole lives. But why? The sound of the gospel is gone 
out into all the land, its words even to the end thereof; and ignorance 
is, certainly for the most part, voluntary and criminal; nor can it be 
justly alleged as making at all against the general assertion, that the 
terms of salvation are published to all. 

With this explanation of the course of thought, our future way will 
be comparatively easy and plain. 

"Hoatac .... ἡμῶν, for Isaiah saith, Lord, who hath believed our 
report? Is.liii.1. That is, the prophet complains, that the declara- 
tions which he made respecting the Messiah, were not credited by those 
who heard them. Here then is an example of Jews who hear and 
believe not ; and one to the apostle’s purpose, who had just said, that 
not all the Jews who did hear, believed the gospel. The same thing is 
asserted by Isaiah, which the apostle now asserts; so that he could not 
be accused of producing a new or strange charge. 

(17) “Apa... . θεοῦ, faith then does come by hearing, and hearing by 
the word of God ; i.e. the very quotation you make concedes the prin- 
ciple, that the gospel must first be published before men can be taxed 
with criminality for unbelief; for Isaiah complains of those to whom it 
had been published.—'H δὲ ἀκοὴ διὰ ῥήματος τοῦ θεοῦ, i. 6. the word of 
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God, the gospel, must first be proclaimed before it can be heard, under- 
stood, and believed. The verse I take, without any doubt, to be the 
suggestion of the objector. He means to insist by it, that many of the 
Jews are not culpable for unbelief, inasmuch as they have not heard the 
gospel, and hearing it is necessary to the believing of it. 

(18) The apostle admits the correctness of the principle, viz. that 
faith cometh by hearing ; but he denies the fact: which was implied 
in the statement of it, viz. that there was a part of the Jewish nation 
who had not heard, i.e. who had not enjoyed the opportunity to hear. 
So the sequel : 

᾿Αλλὰ λέγω «ον. ἤκουσαν; but I reply: Have they not heard? 
Μενοῦνγε, yes, verily; compounded of μέν, οὖν, and γέ. Μενοῦν 
asserts, and γέ increases the intensity of the assertion. 

Ele racy... . ra ῥήματα αὐτῶν, quoted from Ps. xix.5, in the words 
of the Septuagint, which here follows the Hebrew. Ὁ φθόγγος αὑτῶν, 
in the original Psalm, means the voice or sound of the works of nature, 
which shew or declare, in all the earth, that he who made them is God, 
and the God of glory. The apostle uses the words, in this place, 
simply as the vehicle of his own thoughts, as they were very convenient 
and appropriate. The expressions πᾶσαν τὴν γῆν and τὰ πέρατα τῆς 
οἰκουμένης, are common and figurative expressions, to designate what 
has gone far and wide, what is unlimited in extent, ὅθ, As originally 
employed by the Psalmist, they may be taken in their greatest latitude. 
‘As used by the apostle, they may be taken in the like latitude, so 
far as the Jews are concerned ; for it is of them, and them only, that he 
is here speaking. 

(19) ᾿Αλλὰ λέγω, J say moreover, i.e. in addition to what I have said 
of the opportunity of the Jews universally to hear the gospel; / say 
also, “᾿Αλλὰ transitum facit, . ... cum res augenda sit.” 

Μὴ Ἰσραὴλ οὐκ ἔγνω ; Doth not Israel know ἢ What—is not said 
but it is to be gathered from the subsequent context ; and if so, it is 
clear that the sentiment is: ‘ Doth not Israel know, (as I have before 
said, vs. 11,12), that the Gentiles are to be received as well as the 
Jews, and the Jews to be cast off for unbelief?’ The apostle now pro- 
ceeds to quote passages of the Old Testament, which shew that the 
ancient prophets have explicitly declared the same thing. The answer 
to a question asked by μὴ - . . . οὐκ, is affirmative, because οὐκ takes the 
lead in the sense. 

Πρῶτος Μωῦσῆς λέγει, first, Moses saith. Τρῶτος 1 understand here 
as meaning, first in point or order of time; like the Hebrew T1087; 
comp. the Lex. under πρῶτος. 
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Ἐγὼ... . «- παροργιῶ ὑμᾶς, 1 will move you to jealousy by that which is 
no nation, I will excite your indignation by a foolish people; i.e. I will 
make you jealous, by receiving to favour those whom you r as 
unworthy of the name of a people, (ἔθνος, *4a), viz. the Gentiles ; I will 
render you indignant, by receiving to favour a foolish people, 633 ᾿ν 
The Hebrew 423 designates one that is spiritually foolish, ie. 
wicked, unbelieving person, who contemns God. ‘ The fool (529) hath 
said i in his heart: There is no God.” “ Fools (n*'739) make a mock st 
sin.” Consequently, the epithet ἀσύνετος here designates a wicked or 
idolatrous people. The meaning of the whole is: “1 will receive to my 
favour the heathen whom you regard as despicable, and who are without 
God and without hope in the world.’ 

In Deut. xxxii. 21 (from which these words are quoted), God com- 
plains of the Jews, that they had apostatized from him and gone after 
idols, and thus provoked his jealousy and indignation. Because they 
had so done, he declares that he will, at some future period, provoke 
them and excite their jealousy, by receiving a heathen, idolatrous 
people in their stead. 

Whether Moses, in Deut. xxxii. 21, had in view the salvation of the 
Gentiles in gospel-times, cannot well be determined. There is nothing 
in the context adapted to prove it; and, I may add, nothing which 
forbids this supposition. Be this however as it may, it is enough for 
the apostle’s purpose, that the same principle is developed in the words 
of Moses, which is developed by the reception of the Gentiles into the 
Christian church in his time. Now as the Jews were jealous and angry, 
because of this reception ; so the apostle might appeal to the declara- 
tions of Moses, as an exhibition of the very same views and sentiments 
which he had been teaching. 

(20) ᾿Ησαΐας δὲ . . . λέγει, but Isaiah comes out boldly and says. In 
ἀποτολμᾷ, the ἀπό augments the signification ; and this is often, though 
not always, the case, when prepositions are compounded with verbs. 

Εὑρέθην .... ἐπερωτῶσι, 1 was found by those who sought me not, 
I mantfested myself to those who did not inquire after me; 1. 6. the 
Gentiles, who had been accustomed to serve dumb idols, and had no 
knowledge of the true God, and did not seek after him, have, through 
the gospel, been brought near to him, and he has, in Christ, disclosed 
himself to those who before were in utter ignorance of him, and made no 
inquiries for him. The passage is quoted from Is. lxv. 1, VW) 
2WP2 noo ΝΕῸΣ OND N55, which the Seventy have translated 
agrecably to the words of the apostle, but in citing these words Paul has 
reversed the order of the clauses. The translation is ad sensum only ; 
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the more literal and exact shade of meaning in the Hebrew, is: Zam 
sought after (viz, as an object of religious inquiry and worship], by 
those who have not [hitherto] asked after me; I am found, by those who 
did not seek for me. But as the purpose of the apostle is merely to 
designate the general idea of the prophet, viz. that God would be wor- 
shipped, at some future time, by those who had hitherto been “ strangers 
to the covenant of promise,” and ‘‘ without God in the world,” so the 
version of the Seventy is fully adequate to his purpose. 

Thus far the apostle quotes in respect to the reception of the Gentiles. 
There still remains an important part behind, viz. the rejection of the 
Jews for their unbelief; or at least their unbelief itself, which implies 
their consequent rejection. 

(21) Πρὸς δὲ .... ἀντιλέγοντα, but concerning Israel he saith: Al 
the day long, have I stretched out my hands to a disobedient and gainsaying 
people. “Ὅλην τὴν ἡμέραν, DPI~YD, continually, constantly, without 
intermission ; which implies long and persevering efforts on the part of 
God's messengers to the Jews, and peculiar hardness of heart and 
blindness of mind on their part. To stretch out the hands, is to address 
by way of inviting, beckoning, beseeching, warning; comp. Prov. i. 24.— 
᾿Απειθοῦντα characterizes unbelief in what is said by God’s messengers ; 
ἀντιλέγοντα, resistance or gainsaying. 

Thus has the apostle shewn once more, in a way different from that 
which he took in chap. iv., that the Gentiles stand on an equal footing 
with the Jews, as to gospel privileges ; that God may, in perfect con- 
sistency with his ancient promises and declarations, cast off the Jews 
when they persist in unbelief, and receive believing Gentiles as his 
people, in their stead. The repulsive nature of this doctrine to the 
feelings of his proud and self-righteous countrymen, seems to be the 
reason why the apostle recurs to it so often, and enforces it by such 
repeated appeals to the Old Testament. 
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The apostle, having thus plainly asserted the rejection of the Jews, and the recep- 
tion of the Gentiles into their place as the people of God, and this without having yet 
made particular explanations or limitations, now proceeds to suggest various con- 
siderations which might serve to cortect the wrong views that his countrymen would 
probably entertain, in regard to the declarations which he had just made. ‘The Jew 
would very naturally ask, ax Paul suggests in wer 1); ἴδ it rue then, that God has 
actually cast his people away, to whom pertained the adoption, and the glory, and 
the covenant, and the promises? Can this be consistent with his veracity and his 
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(1) Λέγω οὖν" the words of an objector; as much as 

which you affirm, then must it not follow, 
rejected his chosen people 7᾽ Ov» is very common in 
‘Tov λαὸν αὑτοῦ, his own people, i. ὁ. his own peculiar 
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And here the objector means by λαὸν αὑτοῦ, the whole of the nation, as 
the sequel, which exhibits the answer, evidently shews. 

In reply to the question thus put, Paul answers, that a universal 
rejection of the Jews was not meant to be affirmed by what he had 
said. He adduces himself as an exception to such a rejection, and a 
proof that it was not meant to be asserted by him.—J am an Israelite, 
i.e. a descendant of Israel ; ἐκ σπέρματος ᾿Αβραάμ, is only a synonyme 
with the preceding expression, for the purpose of amplification, or with 

i reference to the same phrase which is often repeated in the 
Old Testament.—vAjc Βενιαμέν, so he describes himself in Phil. iii, 
It is merely a circumstance of particularity in description, which serves 
to make it more impressive. 

(2) Οὐκ .... προέγνω, God hath not cast away his people whom he 
foreknew, i.e. whom he before determined or decided should be his 
people. In other words, he has not utterly rejected the Jewish people, 
whom he from the first ordained to be his people. See on the word 
προέγνω, in chap. viii, 29; and compare ver. 29 below. ΤῸ render 
προέγνω, formerly acknowledged, does not accord with the design of the 
passage. 

Ἢ obk.... ἡ γραφή, know ye not what the Scripture says in Elijah? 
i.e. in that part or portion of it which is cited by the name of Elijah, 
because it contains his history. The division of the Scripture into 
chapters and verses, is a modern thing; nothing of this kind occurs in 
the writings of the ancient Fathers. Such a division of the Hebrew 
Scriptures was made by Hugo Cardinalis in the twelfth century; and 
of the New Testament, by the famous printer and editor, Robert 
Stephens. Of course, reference to the Scriptures in ancient times was 
in a very different way from that now practised ; and was, for the most 
part, such as we see in the verse beforeus. So the Rabbies cite, in the 
Mishna; and so the Greek authors were accustomed to cite Homer; 
e.g. ἐν τῷ τῶν νεῶν καταλόγῳ, in the catalogue of the ships, ive. the passage 
which contains such a catalogue, &.; comp. Mark xii. 26, ἐπὶ τοῦ 
βάτου, i. e. in the passage which gives an account of the burning bush. 

Ὥς, when ; 80 it often signifies. Ἐντυγχάνει .... κατά, means 
to plead against, to make intercession against ; as ἐντυγχάνειν «ον « . ὑπέρ 
means, to intercede for. 

(3) Κύριε ... . pov, cited from 1 Kings xix. 10, ad sensum and with 
contractions; also not exactly in the order of the Hebrew text which 
runs thus; “And he [Elijah] said, I am very jealous for Jehovah, the 
God of hosts; for the children of Israel have forsaken thy covenant, 
they have destroyed thine altars, and killed thy prophets; and I onl; 
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am left, and they seek my life to take it away.” The prophet com- 
plains, in these words, of what he supposed to be the universal apostasy 
of Israel. Karéoxayay, lit. digged down ; for altars were usually made 
with stones and earth or turf, so that digging down characterises the kind 
of effort necessary to destroy them.—Ty» ψυχήν, natural or animal life ; 
so, often, in the Hebrew ; comp. Matt. ii. 20. 

(4) Χρηματισμός, divine response, from χρηματίζω, to do public business, 
to give public responses, &c. In the New Testament, it is applied only 
to the response or warning of the true God. ‘Epaurg, Daticus commodi, 
as grammarians say, viz. the person or thing to which any thing is, 
or is done, is put in the Dative; for myself means, for my service.— 
ῬἙπτακισχιλίους ἄνδρας" the number seven is probably employed here 
in the way of a round number, i.e. a definite instead of an indefinite 
number. So the Romans were wont to use sexcenti ; and in like manner 
70 and 40 are frequently used in the Scripture. So much, however, is 
to be understood by it here, viz. a very considerable number. 

"Ἔκαμψαν γόνυ, bowed the knee, a part of the religious service 
rendered to idols. Bowing the knee is the attitude of reverence and 
supplication. Τῇ Baad, with the fem. article τῇ" and so also in the 
Sept., in Hos. ii. 8. Jer. ii. 8. xix.5. Zeph.i.4, also Tobiti. 5. To 
solve this singular appearance, (for Baal generally has the masc. article,) 
Erasmus, Beza, and Grotius suppose that ἡ εἰκών is understood, so that 
the full expression would be τῇ εἰκόνι Baad. Others (e. g. Brais, Beyer, 
C. Schmid) suppose that there was a female deity by the name of Baal, 
i.e. the moon; like ἢ and nave (Jer. xxxii. 35. xliv. 17,18, 19, 25), 
which were symbols of the sun and moon. But the objection to this is, 
that in Jer. xxxii. 35, ἡ Βάαλ (fem.) is the same as ὁ MoAdy (masc.). 
Others suppose that Baal was ἀνδρογύνης, a hermaphrodite divinity, 
and so might take either ὁ or ἧ ; like the Latin Deus Lunus and Des 
Luna; and this seems most probable. Others solve it by supposing 
the fem. article to be applied in the way of contempt ; just as Mohammed 
(Koran. Sur. LITII.) speaks with contempt of the heathen Arabians, 
who had gods with fem. names; and so in Arabic, the name of an idol 
is Znl)|, God (in the fem.); and so the Rabbins call idol gods, mirth, 
gods (fem. ) " 

(5) Οὕτως cai... . γέγονεν, in like manner now, even at the present 
time, there ts a remnant according to the election of grace; i.e. as in 
ancient times, when it appeared to the prophet Elijah as if apostasy was 
universal among his countrymen, and yet there were not a few sincere 
worshippers of the true God, although unknown to him; so at the 
present time, although the unbelief of the Jews appears to be nearly 


ROMANS XL. 5, 6. 425 


universal, yet God has a people among them, viz. all such as he has of 
his mercy chosen to eternal life ; comp. viii. 28, seq. ix. 15, 16, 23,27. 
—Acippa, a remnant, i.e. a small number, a part, which though consi- 
derable in itself, is small compared with another part. So here, the 
number of Jewish believers, although then considerable and important, 
was small compared with the whole number of unbelievers. Conse~ 
quently λεῖμμα may be used to designate it; comp. ix. 27.—Kar’ 
ἐκλογὴν χάριτος, according to an election which is not made on the ground 
of merit, but of mercy. God has not chosen Jewish believers unto 
salvation, because their obedience first made them the objects of his 
choice; but he chose them because he had mercy on them. Comp. the 
texts cited above from Rom. ix., and the commentary on them. 

That the apostle means fully to convey such a sentiment, is plain from 
the verse that follows; viz. 

(6) Ela... ἔργων, but if it be of grace, then it is not at all of works ; 
i.e. if God’s ἐκλογή, his choosing this λεῖμμα to salvation, be gratuitous 
on his part, and wholly unmerited on the part of man, it follows that it 
is not ἐξ ἔργων, ice. that it is not meritorious, it is not on account of any 
desert on the part of men either seen or foreseen, that he makes them 
the objects of his mercy.—'Exei ἡ .... xaple, otherwise grace would no 
longer be grace; i.e. if this were not so, then it would be improper to 
speak of grace in our salvation; for if men are chosen on account of any 
merit or desert, then grace is not the ground of their being chosen, but 
merit ; which would contradict the very idea of grace. 

This must be true; for men are saved either because they have 
wholly obeyed the divine law, or on the ground of grace merely; i.e. 
they are saved either because they are able to advance claims which 
meet the demands of the law, or else it must be on the ground of pure 
gratuity. Now as all men have sinned, it is not the first; of course it 
must be the second. If you ask: ‘ May it not be partly by grace, and 
partly by merit?’ Then our text lies directly in the way of an affir- 
mative answer, (as do many others also); and it is, moreover, a conelu- 
sive answer in the negative to this, that “every one is cursed, who 
continueth not in all things written in the book of the law to do them;” 
“the soul that sinneth shall die.” 

El δὲ ....épywv, but if of works, then it is not at all of grace, other 
wise work is no more work; the mere converse of the preceding senti- 
ment, and most probably a gloss from the margin. It is omitted in 
Codices A. B. C. Ὁ. E. F. G. 47, and in the Coptic, Armenian, Athiopic, 
Vulgate, and Italic versions; also in Chrysostom, Theodoret, Damas- 
cenus, Jerome, and generally in the Latin Fathers. Erasmus, Grotius, 
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Wetstem, Griesbach, Tholuck, Flatt, and others, regard it as spurious. 
At all events, it adds nothing to the sentiment of the passage ; but is 
merely an echo, in another form, of the preceding sentiment. 

(7) Τὶ οὖν ; what then, i.e. what is the sum and substance of that 
which I have been saying ?—O ἐπιζητεῖ... ἐπέτυχε, that which Israel 
sought after, he hath not obtained ; i.e. the justification which he sought 
to obtain by his own merit (comp. x. 3), he has not obtained.—Tovro 
is, in many manuscripts and copies, τούτον" for ἐπιτυγχάνω almost always 
governs the Genitive in Greek, poetry only being excepted, where it 
sometimes takes the Accusative. Still, the weight of authority, in the 
present case, is in favour of rovro* and accordingly Dr. Knapp receives 
it into the text. 

Ἡ δὲ ἐκλογή, but the election, i.e. the elect, the abstract (as gram- 
marians say) being put for the concrete, as is often the case; e.g. 
Rom. ii. 26, 27, &c. The meaning is: ‘ Although the Jews, who have 
sought justification by their own merit, have altogether failed as to 
obtaining this end; yet those who are called, according to the gracious 
purpose of God (viii. 28), are justified by his mercy through Christ 
Jesus; they have obtained justification in a way which others rejected, 
and therefore have not failed in the accomplishment of their object.’ 

Oi dé λοιποὶ, i. 6. the unbelieving part of the Jews, those who did not 
belong to the éxcAoyh.—’ExwpwOnoay, were blinded. The word πωρός is 
equivalent to τυφλός" and the verb πωρόω, in the active voice, means 
to make blind, in the passive, to be blind, to become blind, &c. It is 
applied, in a secondary sense, to the mind; and so the apostle here 
employs it. It indicates state or condition; but not necessarily the 
cause or agent by which that state or condition is produced. Thus οἱ 
λοιποὶ ἐπωρώθησαν may mean merely, that the remainder (the unbe- 
lieving part of the Jews) were in a state of blindness. In itself, also, 
it is capable of designating the idea, that they were made blind, by the 
agency of another; and in this case, if this be the idea, the implication 
would be, that the agency was God's. If there be difficulty in admitting 
this sentiment, there is no more than is contained in chap. ix. 17,18; 
and I must refer the reader to what is said on those verses, in order to 
avoid repetition here.—To all those who contend vehemently against 
such an exegesis, and regard it as dishonourable and reproachful to God, 
and as utterly unfounded, I can only say: Tell us ingenuously, whether 
the gloss you put on ix. 17, 18 is not an explaining away of the text, 
rather than an explanation of it? Can the conclusion be avoided, by 
any candid philologist, that the text does there assert, that in some 
sense or other the agency of God is concerned with the hardening of 
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sinners? In what sense? is a very serious and very important question, 
and one which I have endeavoured there to answer in a scriptural man- 
ner. And in the case now before us, if ἐπωρώθησαν merely designates 
state or condition, (as Bretschneider, Wahl, Tholuck, Flatt, and many 
others maintain,) then to what purpose, I would ask, is the quotation in 
the next three following verses? Do these also designate no agent? If 
you say: ‘These are only examples for illustration, but not predictions ;* 
I grant it. But then, how will these examples illustrate the case before 
the writer, unless they exhibit a principle which is the same as that 
avowed by the writer? And can ver.8 be construed without the sup- 
position that an agent is designated, who is, in some way or other, 
concerned with the ὀφθαλμοὺς τοῦ μὴ βλέπειν, ive. with the πώρωσις of 
Israel? This is impossible, unless we do away by violence the most 
obvious sense of the apostle’s words. The question whether some agency on 
the part of God is asserted to be concerned with all this, seems to be one 
which cannot receive a negative answer, salvo textt et salvd fide bond. 
But the question whether such an agency is concerned, as makes God 
the proper author of men’s moral blindness and sins, or whether men are 
free agents and altogether accountable for their own actions, is a very 
different one, and about which the Bible Lewd ‘us no room to doubt; 
see James i. 13, 14. 

(8) Καθὼς γέγραπται does not of say mean, that what follows 
is a prediction, in the appropriate sense of the word. It is a clear case, 
that nothing can be decided from the mere formula of quotation ; for 
very different formulas precede one and the same text, quoted for one 
and the same purpose. Here I take the force of καθώς to fall upon 
sameness of principle, in the two cases which are brought into the 
comparison; ἷ, 6, as in ancient times God declares respecting Israel 
(Is. xxix. 10. Deut. xxix. 4), that he gives them the spirit of slumber, 
blind eyes, and deaf ears; so now, the same thing is true respecting 
unbelievers among the Jews; for they are blinded, ἐπωρώθησαν. 

“Eéwxey .... κατανύξεως, God hath given to them a slumbering spirit, or 
the spirit of deep sleep, 37H, The original Hebrew runs thus, 
ITA MN Ai oN>Y ΤΌΣ ὙΞ : which the Seventy have rendered 
thus: Ὅτι πεπότικεν ὑμᾶς Κύριος πνεύματι κατανύξεως" but the apostle, 
in rendering D2 by ἔδωκε, has translated ad sensum, not ad verbum. 
The Hebrew designates the idea of pouring out, on the hardened Jews, 
the spirit of profound sleep; while Paul retains only the generic idea of 

icating such ἃ spirit to them, dropping the particular image which 
the Hebrew presents. It is plain, that in this case, as in many others, 
the apostle makes his own translation de novo from the Hebrew. 
κε 
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Ὀφθαλμοὺς .... ἡμέρας, eyes that see not, and ears that hear not, 
unto this day. The original Hebrew in Deut. xxix. 3 runs thus: “ For 
Jehovah hath not given you a heart to understand, nor eyes to see, nor 
ears to hear, unto this day.” If this be the passage which Paul had in 
his mind, he quotes merely ad sensum. The Hebrew declares, that 
‘ God has not given Israel seeing eyes and hearing ears;’ the apostle says, 
that ‘he has given them eyes that see not, and ears that hear not ;’ the 
first being in the negative form as to the verb, and affirmative in respect 
to the rest of the sentence; while the second is in the affirmative form 
as to the verb, and negative as to the rest of the sentence. It remains, 
then, in order to make out a quotation ad sensum, merely to inquire, 
whether it is in substance the same thing, to say that ‘God has not 
given seeing eyes and hearing ears,’ as it is to say, that ‘God has given 
eyes that see not and ears that hear not.’ The latter sounds to our ear, 
as if it indicated more active interposition on the part of God; but not 
so to the biblical writers, who, beyond al] reasonable doubt, regarded 
these expressions as equivalent. It would be easy to prove this, from 
a multitude of passages which assert agency on the part of God, when 
at the very same time the wicked (to whom this agency has respect) 
are represented as the cause of their own ruin, by their own voluntary 
sins. Comp. what is said on chap. ix. 17,18 above. 

Dr. Knapp (in his New Testament), and some other critics, suppose 
that Paul has quoted ὀφθαλμοὺς, κ. τ. λ., from Is. vi.10, and that ἕως 
τῆς σήμερον ἡμέρας belong not to the quotation, but are the apostle’s 
own words; and so Dr. Knapp has marked it in his Testament, placing 
the closing member of the parenthesis which includes the quotation, 
after μὴ ἀκούειν, thus joining ἕως τῆς σήμερον ἡμέρας with οἱ λοιποὶ éxw- 
ρώθησαν. But this attributes an idiom to Paul, which he seems to have 
made a very unfrequent use of. “Ewe τῆς σήμερον ἡμέρας belongs to 
the Old Testament, to writers who chronicled earlier events and spoke 
of earlier times, which they occasionally compared with present events 
and times. Moses could well make use of this expression, in Deut. xxix. 4; 
Paul could use it, for he has once employed it (2 Cor. iii. 15 ἕως σήμερον), 
where it is exactly the expression which he there needed. But it is 
difficult to make it probable that these words are his, in Rom. xi. 8. 

(9) Kat Δαυὶδ λέγει, David also says; i.e. nor are these the only 
passages of Scripture which speak the same sentiment, or develope the 
same principle. David, your most renowned king, and the most 
favourite of all your sacred poets, also utters sentiments still more 
severe. 

Γενηθήτω .... αὑτοῖς, let their table be a snare to take them, and an 
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oceasion of falling, and a recompense to them; i.e. let their season of 
enjoyment and refreshment, when they expect quietude and pleasure, 
and feel themselves to be safe, prove to be a season of chastisement and 
danger, and of righteous retribution. The quotation is from Ps. 
Ixix, 23 (22), but not ad verbum from either the Hebrew or the Sep- 

int. The Hebrew, according to its present vowels, runs thus: 
“Let their table before them be a snare; yea, a gin to those who feel 
themselves to be secure.” The Septuagint (Ps. Ixviii. 22) has ἡ τρά- 
mela αὑτῶν ἐνώπιον αὑτῶν εἰς παγίδα, καὶ εἰς ἀνταπόδοσιν, καὶ εἰς oxdv- 
δαλον" so that the apostle has changed the order, and also some of the 
words (putting ἀνταπόδομα for ἀνταπόδοσιν), and left out ἐνώπιον αὐτῶν. 
In short, he has plainly made a version of his own, in which he has 
inserted εἰς θήραν, an addition of his own, designed to give the sense of 
εὶς παγίδα" for εἰς θήραν means, that they may be taken, or that they may 
be destroyed, as this would follow their being taken. As to εἰς dvra~ 
rédopa (Sept. εἰς ἀνταπόδοσιν), it is clear that the apostle and the 
Seventy read the present Hebrew ΠΥ Θ 289, with different vowels from 
those now employed, i.e. they read it DTW or EMaAbWw, for a 
recompense. ΤῸ this rendering and pointing no good objection can be 
made, as the Hebrew is clearly capable of it. The present Hebrew 
conveys a different sense, 

Εἰς σκάνδαλον, wpAD'?, for a net or gin. But the Seventy have 
frequently rendered this word by σκάνδαλον, which means any thing 
whereby another stumbles and falls to his harm, The generic idea of 
Win is retained in σκάνδαλον. 

(10) RkortoPhrwcay..... σύγκαμψον, let their eyes be darkened so 
that they cannot see, and their back always be bowed down ; i.e. let them 
be in a defenceless and helpless state, bowed down with troubles and 
infirmities, and groping in the darkness of affliction. Instead of τὸν 
γῶτον αὑτῶν διαπαντὸς σύγκαμψον (Paul and the Septuagint), the Hebrew 
has TPH HA OAM, make thou their loins continually to. shake. 
Here again, the apostle has taken the passage ad sensum. This expres- 
sion, in Hebrew, designates the tossing of the body hither and thither 
on account of distress, In the like sense is bowing down the back always 
to be taken. It presents the image of one bowed down with anguish 
of spirit, or of bodily pain. 

‘These repeated instances shew, that the apostle was more solicitous 
about the general sense and object of the Old Testament passages, 
than he was about the costume or diction of them; a principle 
which he, guided as he was, was not in danger of abusing; one 
also which may be used to good purpose by us, in sacred criticism, 
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‘but which needs to be very closely watched in order to guard it against 
As to the general sentiment of this passage, from Ps. Ixix. 23, 24, it 
is undoubtedly to be classed with the somewhat numerous passag 

the Psalms, which contain the like imprecations. Great diiesly 
found by many minds, in such passages, inasmuch as they seem to be 
so opposed to the tenor of those passages in the New Testament which 
require us ‘to Jove out enemies, to: leds those/s0/ σον 
for those who despitefully use and persecate us.” If indeed these 
passages in the Psalms are to be viewed as the mere utterance of 
private and personal wishes and feelings, it would be utterly 

to reconcile them with the spirit of the gospel. But is this so? Is 
Derk Set arses nie be ot ee 
it merely in the way of giving utterance to his own private 
wishes? It seems to me not; but David, as king and 

might wish the punishment of the seditious and rebellious; may, it 
would be an imperious duty on him to punish them. Now was it law- 
ful for him to pray that the same thing might be done, which it was his 
duty todo? Could he not express desires of this nature, b 
spirit of revenge ? Cannot we wish the robber and the assassin to be 
apprehended and punished, yea with capital punishment, and this with- 
out being actuated by a spirit of vengeance and a thirst for blood? Τ 
trust such wishes are not only consistent with benevolence, but prompted 
by it. If so, then it may be true, that David and other Psalmists had 
the like views and feelings. And if this may be so, is it not probable 
that it was so? snot the grofal cbernels As oo a 
a pledge for this? 

But I cannot here pursue this subject; which needs ΛΕ... 
than has yet been given to it. It is enough to say, at present, that the 
apostle, in making this quotation, need not be supposed to 
thing more, than to produce an instance from the Psalms, where the 
same principle is developed as is contained in the assertions which he 
had made; i.e. the ancient Scriptures speak of a part of Israel as 
blind and deaf, as in deep distress and under heavy punishment beeause 
of their unbelief and disobedience. What happened in 
may take place again; it has in fact happened at the present: ὧν 

(11) Λέγω οὖν «. «. πέσωσι; 1 say then, have they 
fall down? Language of the objector, who inquires with solicitude, 
whether such passages as Paul has quoted, can be meant to: 
the final casting off of the Jews. ‘The occasion for the form of the 
question μὴ ἔπταισαν, κ. τι λιν is given by the use of the word σκάνδαλον, 
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in the quotation above, The design of the objector plainly is, to 
inquire whether the apostle means to hold forth the doctrine, that Israel 
is now to be finally and always cast off, on account of their unbelief.— 
Ἵνα πέσωσι, so that they might fall down, i.e. have the Jews stumbled 
so that there is no recovery for them, so that they must fall entirely 
down? The question being asked by μή, implies that he who puts it 
expects an answer in the negative. 

Μὴ γένοιτο, not at all; i.e. you must not understand me as at all 
maintaining their final and wtter rejection and ruin, Fearful as their 
doom is, there are many circumstances respecting it, which are worthy 
of the highest consideration. For, in fact, this very lapse of theirs, i.e. 
their unbelief and rejection of the gospel, has been the direct occasion of 
its being preached to the Gentiles; comp. Matt, xxi. 48. viii. 11, 12. 
xxii. 1—14.—Taparrépart, lapse, offence, stumbling in a moral sense.— 
Σωτηρία, the blessings of the gospel, the salvation which it proffers. 

Εἰς τὸ παραζηλῶσαι αὐτούς, to provoke them to jealousy, i.e. to excite 
the Jews to be jealous, on account of the privileges and favours 
bestowed on the Gentiles through their belief, and to seek after the 
same blessings for themselves. 

(12) Eldé.... ἔθνων, now if their lapse has been the riches of the 
world, and their degradation the riches of the Gentiles. Δέ “ orationi 
continuands inservit."—TI\oiro¢ κόσμον, if their lapse has been the 
occasion of spiritual riches to the world, i. e. of spiritual blessings in 
abundance.—"Hrrnya αὐτῶν, their diminution, i. e. their degradation, 
rejection, punishment, has occasioned abundance of spiritual blessings to 
the Gentiles, 

Πόσῳ μᾶλλον . ... αὐτῶν, how much more their fulness! Πλήρωμα 
is here the antithesis of ἥττημα' and of course it signifies restoration to 
favour, ἃ copiousness of blessings and good things, such as would follow 
ἃ restoration. 

The sentiment of the whole is: " If mow the degradation and punish- 
ment of the Jews for their unbeliéf, has been the occasion of rich and 
numerous blessings to the Gentiles; then surely their restoration to 
favour, their full reception, will redound still more to the spiritual riches 
of the world.’ 

Tholuck understands ἥττημα and πλῆρωμα in a moral sense, i. 6, their 
depraved and criminal state, and their restored and justified state. I 
prefer the more simple and obvious construction given above; comp. 
y. 15, from which it is plain, that ἥττημα here is equivalent to ἀποβολή, 
casting off, and πλήρωμα (the antithesis of ἥττημα) is the same as 
πρόσληψις, the reception to favour. 
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Zu ἐκ νεκρῶν, some (most of the ancient commentators) have under- 
stood literally, ie. the resurrection of the body; meaning thereby, that 
when the Jews should be brought into the Christian church as a body, 
the end of time would soon follow. But the time of the reign of Christ 
on earth, as described in the Apocalypse, and the interval of wickedness 
that will succeed, seem to forbid this exegesis ; it has no wsus loquendi 
in its favour, for the proper phrase would be, ἀνάστασις ἐκ τῶν νεκρῶν. 
It is true, that we have ζῶντες ἐκ νεκρῶν in Rom. vi. 13; but then it is 
plainly figurative, i.e. it signifies a moral resurrection. I must regard 
ζωὴ ἐκ νεκρῶν, then, as a tropical expression, used in a kind of prover- 
bial way, or as a figure of speech designating something great, wonderful, 
surprising, like to what a general resurrection of the dead would be. So 
Turrettin: Quid erit admissio eorum, nisi quoddam genus resurrectionis ; 
altogether to the purpose. So the Arabians speak proverbially of great 
agitations and changes, as of a resurrection. Tholuck-has produced 
several examples, in his commentary on this passage. But what is 
more to the point still, is, that in Ezek, xxxvii. 1—14, we have the 
moral renovation of the Jews designated at full length, by the similitude 
of a resurrection. It seems altogether probable, that the apostle had 
this passage in his mind; so that ζωὴ ἐκ νεκρῶν here is equivalent to 
saying: ‘What shall such a πρόσληψες of the Jews be, but a general 
resurrection of them, such as Ezekiel has described, i. 6. ἃ great, gene- 
ral, and wonderful conversion of them to Christianity!’ 

(16) Ei de... φύραμα, if, moreover, the first fruits be holy, so shall the 
mass δε.---' ἀπαρχή, like the Hebrew ΓΥΝΉ, means the firstling, or first 
fruits of any kind, which were offered to God. The Hebrews called the 
Jfirstlings of fruit and grain, in their natural state, DXA2D2 MWNI; the 
Jfirstlings of grain, &c., in a prepared state, MIA MN, But the 
particular name given to the firstling of dough or kneaded meal, was 
ΤΡῚΣ Mw, Num. xv. 20, where the Septuagint renders, ἀπαρχὴ 
φυράματος" which is the same expression as occurs in the passage before 
us, φυράματος being implied after ἀπαρχή. The comparison here, lies 
between the small part of the mass of dough, which was taken as the 
Die Mw and offered up to God, and the greater part or mass of 
it which was left for the use of him who made the offering. After the 
Fw was offered, the whole mass became sanctified to lawful use, 
i. e, was set apart for this purpose, and consecrated to it. In like man- 
ner, the apostle would here say, is the whole mass of the Jewish nation 
yet to be set apart for God and consecrated to him, The ἀπαρχή of 
this nation, i. 6. the ancient patriarchs and fathers of it (comp. ver. 28), 
were set apart for God in a peculiar manner ; and consequently the mass 
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(18) Ma caracavys τῶν ελάξων, exuli not ecer the branches; i.e. 
exalt not that the Jewish branches have been broken off, and that thou 
hast been engrafted in their stead. ΒΚατακανχάοριαε means te ersit in 
one’s own advantages or preeminence, in such a manner as to look 
dirwn with contempt on others who do not possess them. 
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Ei δὲ κατακαυχᾶσαι .. .. σέ, but if thou dost exult, thou dost not 
support the root, but the root thee; i.e. if thou art so inconsiderate 
and wanting in humility as to exult, there is no ground for such 
exultation ; for after all, the Jewish church is the stock on which the 
Christian has been engrafted ; it is the root from which the tree with its 
branches have sprung; and as thou art only a branch, thou canst not 
boast as if thou wert the root. 

(19) Ἐρεῖς oy... « ἐγκεντρισθῶ, thou wilt say, then: The branches 
were broken off, that I might be grafted in; i.e. perhaps thou wilt 
reply: ‘There is at least some ground for exultation, because 
the branches were broken off in order to make room for me to be 
grafted in; which proves that I was considered as of more importance 
than the branches.'"—KAdéo: has the article οἱ in many copies; but 
A. Ὁ, E. 3. 7. 37. 46. 47. 54, Chrysostom, and Damascenus omit it; 
and so Dr. Knapp. 

(20) Καλῶς... ἕστηκας, be it so; they were broken off by reason 
of unbelief, and thou retainest thy standing by faith; i.e. be it as 
thou hast said, viz. that the branches were broken off so that thou 
mightest be grafted in, yet the original ground or moving cause of 
their being broken off, was the unbelief of the Jews; and thou 
retainest thy present condition, only on the ground of faith or belief 
in Christ. Shouldst thou deny him, as the Jews have done, thou 
wouldst also be broken off in like manner—Kadéic, bene, approves 
of the sentiment which had been just uttered, in some respect or 
other, but it does not necessarily approve of it in the full extent in 
which the speaker himself might have done. Here καλῶς concedes 
that the branches were broken off, so that the wild olive might be 
grafted in, ise, that one object in breaking them off, was to graft in 
new ones; but it does not concede that the real ground or reason of 
their being broken off, was for the sake merely of grafting in new 
ones; for the sequel shews that ἀπιστία was the ground of this. 
While the apostle concedes thus much, however, to the Gentile, he 
at the same time reminds him, that he retains his present place and 
standing, on the very same condition as that on which the Jews held 
theirs, viz. on condition of faith or belief, σὺ δὲ τῇ πίστει ἕστηκας. In 
regard to Zornxac, the Perfect of ἵἴστημε, it is the only tense which has a 
neuter sense, viz. to stand, the other tenses being used actively, viz. to 
establish, constitute, set up, &c.; and consequently the Perfect is used 
in the sense of all the tenses, that are needed to convey the neuter sense 
of the active voice. 

Μὴ .. «. φοβοῦ, be not high-minded, but fear; i.e. carry yourself 
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not haughtily as it respects the Jews who have been broken off; or 
rather, do not think too highly of your elevation to favour, indulge in no 
airs of superiority on account of this, but demean yourself as an humble 
believer, and one who has need to be continually on his guard, and to 
fear lest he may fall through unbelief, and be broken off. 

(21) Ei yap.... φείσεται, for if God did not spare the natural 
branches, then surely he will not spare thee ; i.e. if God did not refrain 
from rejecting the Jews, when they became unbelievers, then surely he 
will not refrain from rejecting thee, in the like circumstances ; or in other 
words, if the natural branches were not spared, how shall those which 
are not the natural ones, find favour ?—Kara φύσιν means, the branches 
which naturally belonged to the original stock, i.e. the Jews, the natural 
descendants of the patriarchs to whom the promises of God were made. 

(22) Ἰδὲ οὖν ... . θεοῦ, behold, then, the kindness and the severity 
of God; i.e. consider, on the one hand, the distinguished kindness 
which God has manifested toward thee who believest; and on the 
other, the strict regard to justice and truth which he exhibits, in the 
punishment of the unbelieving Jews. So the sequel of the verse; 
ἐπὶ μὲν... ἐκκοπήσῃ, severity toward those who have fallen away ; 
but kindness toward thee, provided thou dost maintain a state of integrity; 
otherwise thou shalt be cut off. ᾿Ἐὰν ἐπιμείνης τῇ χρηστότητι may be 
rendered, if thou dost continue in α state of favour ; so Tholuck and 
others; and so in the translation. But we may attach an intransitive 
sense to χρηστότητι" for the phrase may be taken as an antithesis of 
ἐπιμείνωσι τῇ ἀπιστίᾳ in the following verse ; so that χρηστότητι may 
here designate the state or qualification of the individual concerned, 
and not the goodness of God toward him. That χρηστότης may be 
used to designate probity, uprightness, Tj) TS , is plain from the Septua- 
gint Ps. xiii. 1, 3 (xiv. 1,8). xxxvi. 3. cxviii. 66 (cxix. 66). 

(23) The present rejection of the unbelieving Jews is by no means 
final and exclusive. Καὶ ἐκεῖνοι dé.... αὐτούς, but they also, unless 
they persevere in unbelief, shall be grafted in; for God ts able again to 
graft them in. That is: ‘Inasmuch as unbelief was the ground of their 
rejection, so when they shall abandon this, and become believers, they 
will be again received to favour; for God is able to bring them back to 
his favour.’ The apostle means to say, that God has not so cast away 
the Jews, as to shut them out of all access to the kingdom of heaven, or 
utterly to reject them ; but that he has left a way open, in which they 
may return to his favour, and he may receive them again. He speaks 
here only of what can be done; but in ver. 24, seq. he speaks of what 
will be done. 
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(24) That the Jews will be again received to favour, the apostle now 
proceeds to shew, Ei γὰρ «««. καλλιέλαιον, for if thou wert cut off 
from the wild olive which was thy natural state, and wert grafted into 
the good olive which was contrary to thy nature ; i.e. if thou wert intro- 
duced into a state of favour with God, from a state of enmity which was 
in all respects foreign to a state of favour.—Iléay μᾶλλον ««« « ἐλαίᾳ, 
how much more shall the natural [branches] be grafted into their own 
olive? Argumentum a minori ad majus; viz. if God had merey on 
Gentiles, who were out-casts from his favour and strangers to the 
covenant of his promise, shall he not have mercy on the people whom 
he has always distinguished as being peculiarly his own, by the bestow= 
ment of many important privileges and advantages upon them? Comp. . 
Rom. ix. 1—5. 

(25) The apostle now proceeds more directly to assert the future 
reception of the Jews. Οὐ yap... . τοῦτο, now I would not have you 
ignorant, brethren, of this mystery. Tép confirmantis, i. e. prefixed to a 
clause which is added for the sake of illustration and confirmation. 
The form of expression, J would not have you ignorant, is a μείωσις, i.e. 

ἃ negative form of expression designed to convey a positive idea, viz. I 
am desirous that you should know. Μυστήριον denotes any thing which 
is hidden, concealed, unknown: 

Ἵνα μὴ s «+ φρόνιμοι, lest ye should be wise in your own conceit ; 
i.e. lest you should be puffed up with a view of your own importance, I 
am going to tell you more plainly still, that you are not the exclusive 
objects of God's favour, “Ort épwore . . . - εἰσέλθῃ, that blindness has 
come upon Israel in part, until the fulness of the Gentiles shall come in. 
AS to πώρωσις, comp. vs. 8, 10 above; comp. also 1 Thess. ii. 15, 16.— 
‘Ard μέρους is a qualifying expression, which saves the proposition from 
being a universal one; comp. vs. 1—5 above. Paul means to say, that 
‘Israel is indeed in part blinded, and will continue so, until,’ &c., with- 
out designating what proportion of them continues in unbelief. It 
is a softened mode of expression, or as rhetoricians say, per charientis- 
mum, i.e. κατὰ χάριν. 

ΚΆχρις ob, «7A. ‘The πλήρωμα τῶν ἔθνων 1 understand as meaning 
great multitudes or a great multitude, an abundance ; comp. John i. 16. 
Rom. xv. 29. Col. ii. 9. ΤῈ cannot be denied that πλήρωμα som 
means fulfilling, completion, completing, i. 4. πλήρωσις" e.g. Rom. xiii. 10, 
applied to the aw; Gal. ἵν. 4. Eph. i+ 10, applied to time. But such a 
meaning would hardly be a congruous one, in the present instance. The 
‘fulfilling of a law, or of a limited time, is an easy and obvious expres: 
sion, because there is an obvious limit to which the jilling up ot fulfilling 
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is to extend; but what is this limit in πλήρωμα τῶν Over? As it 
would be difficult to answer this question, so it seems altogether more 
facile and congruous, to take πλήρωμα in the sense of copia, an abun- 
dance, great numbers, multitudes. How great this number or abundance 
must be, the apostle does not say; much less does he say, (as some 
have argued), that all the Gentiles must first be converted to Chris- 
tianity, before the Jews can be brought into the pale of the church. 
The subject must therefore remain, as he has left it, indefinite as to the 
extent of Gentile conversions before the time when the Jews will return. 
Of course, Christians are not debarred from hope in labouring and pray- 
ing for the Jews at the present period; although as yet but compara- 
tively a small part of the Gentiles have been converted to the Christian 
faith. It is true, even now, that there is a great multitude of Gentile 
converts. May we not hope that the time is near at hand, when there 
will be a πλήρωμα of them ? 

(26) Καὶ οὕτω .... σωθήσεται, and then ali Israel shall be saved; 
when the πλήρωμα of the Gentiles shall have been joined to the Lord, 
then his ancient convenant people shall also be reclaimed. Kai οὕτω 
means, literally, and so, i.e. when it shall be so that the πλήρωμα of 
the Gentiles shall be brought in, then, &c. That καὶ οὕτω is used in the 
same way as καὶ τότε, see Acts vii. 8. xvii. 33. xx. 11. xxviii. 14.— 
Πᾶς here means ali, in opposition to the ἀπὸ μέρους of the preceding 
verse. Whether this means strictly erery individual, it would be diffi- 
cult indeed to determine. 

“Hie tx .... Ἰακώβ, a deliverer shall come from Zion, and turn away 
ungodliness from Jacob. This is apparently a citation from Is, lix. 20, 
where the Hebrew runs thus: ‘A deliverer for Zion shall come, and 
for those who forsake ungodliness in 8000. The Septuagint reads 
ἕνεκεν Σιών, instead of ἐκ Σιών". but in other respects it conforms to the 
quotation of the apostle. We can only say of the apostle’s quotation, 
that it gives the general sense of the passage, viz. it conveys the idea, 
that deliverance for Zion is to be accomplished, and that penitents of the 
house of Jacob are to be saved. It is a very striking instance of free 
quotation, as to the general sense of a passage, while the particular cos- 
tume of it is disregarded. Whether Isaiah, in lix. 20, had respect to 
the salvation of gospel times, has been called in question. But the 
context seems to me very clearly to indicate this. And even if he had 
respect to temporal deliverance, there can be no difficulty in the apostle’s 
using his words as the vehicle of conveying his own thoughts, with regard 
to spiritual deliverance. 

(27) Kai αὕτη .... διαθήκη, and this is my covenant with them. 
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This is generally supposed to come from the next succeeding verse in 
Isaiah, viz. lix. 21, as it agrees verbatim with the Septuagint there, 
But here the quotation stops, according to this supposition, and the 
next succeeding clause, ὅταν ἀφέλωμαι τὰς ἁμαρτίας αὐτῶν, is taken 
from Is, xxvii. 9, where the words stand in the midst of a verse which 
has relation to the punishment of the Jews, and their consequent moral 
reformation, I should, therefore, prefer the supposition, that the 
apostle here quotes and abridges Jer. xxxi. $3, 34, (the same passage 
which is quoted at length in Heb. viii. 8—12), There the words 
αὕτη ἡ διαθήκη pov occur in ver.33; and in ver. 34, Jehovah is 
represented as saying: ἵλεως ἔσομαι ταῖς ἀδικίαις αὐτῶν, καὶ τῶν 
ἁμαρτιῶν αὑτῶν ob μνησθῶ ἔτι" so that nothing is easier, than to 
suppose that the apostle quotes ad sensum these last passages, when 
he says ἀφέλωμαι τὰς ἁμαρτίας αὐτῶν. There is this advantage also in 
this last supposition, viz. that the whole passage in Jeremiah most 
evidently refers to a new dispensation, to gospel-times ; which would be 
altogether appropriate to the apostle’s purpose, for the very point he is 
labouring to establish, is, that there will be a general conversion of the 
Jews to the Christian religion. 

(28) While the apostle admits that the Jews, the once beloved people 
of God, have now become alienated and his enemies, he still maintains 
that this evil, exceedingly great in itself, has been overruled for the 
accomplishment of very important purposes, in respect to the salvation 
of the Gentiles, Κατὰ μὲν .. «. ὑμᾶς, in respect to the gospel, they have 
become enemies on your account ; i.e, they have become ἐχθροὶ τοῦ θεοῦ, 
have apostatized from him, or have been rejected by him, and are no 
longer treated as his friends. That θεοῦ is implied after ἐχθροέ, (and 
not εὐαγγελίου, nor μού as Theodoret, Luther, Grotius, Cameron, 
Baumgarten, and others, have supposed), is clear by comparing with 
ἐχθροί its antithesis ἀγαπητοί" for in respect to this latter word, it is 
clear that θεοῦ is implied after it. It follows, therefore, that the ellipsis 
to ἐχθροί must be supplied in the same way. 

AC ὑμᾶς, on your account, i.e. to your advantage, In other words, 
the rejection of the gospel by the Jews, has been the occasion of its 
being more widely diffused among the Gentiles ; so that, in this respect, 
the loss of the Jews has been the gain of the Gentiles. 

Kara δὲ... πατέρας, but in respect to the election, they are beloved 
for their fathers’ sake ; i.e. in so far as God chooses men to salvation 
κατὰ τὴν πρόθεσιν αὐτοῦ (viii 28), and without being moved thereto by 
any merit on their part (xi. 5,6), he will have special regard to the 
Jews, because of the many and precious promises which he made to 
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their fathers. How Tholuck can find here only an election te external 
privileges, 1 am unable to see. Is the question, then, which the apostle 
is here discussing, one which concerns the exterzal pricileges of Chris- 
tianity merely ; or does it go deep to the very foundation of the whole, 
viz. to the spiritual blessmgs of the gospel? It does seem to me 
impossible to doubt here what the answer must be, unless one is led to 
do so, by other considerations than those of simple exegesis. 

The apostle appears plainly to aver, that although God has mercy 
on whom he will have mercy (ix. 18); and although men do not become 
the heirs of eternal life by any merits of their own, but merely by the 
good pleasure of his grace (xi.5,6); yet in bestowing that grace, he 
may have regard to his promises made in ancient days to the distin- 
guished patriarchs of the Jewish nation; he may have regard to his 
original design that the seed of Abraham by faith, and the seed which 
also were lineally descended from him, should be “as the stars of 
heaven for multitude.” That salvation is entirely of free grace, and 
not of merit, of course Jeaves it open for the sovereign Lord of all 
to choose the objects of his mercy where and when he pleases. 
That he always does this with good and adequate reason, yea the 
best of reasons, his own infinite wisdom and goodness are a gure 
and perfect pledge. But that men are always acquainted with these 
reasons, or that he has revealed them, is not asserted, and is not 
capable of being proved. 

(29) God will not disappoint the hopes which he has excited, nor 
violate the promises which he has made. The blessings which he pro- 
mised to bestow, and the calling of Abraham’s posterity to be his spiri- 
tual seed, will surely not fail. “AperapéAnra .... θεοῦ, for the gifts and 
calling of God, he will not repent of ; lit. are not the subjects of repent- 
ance. The meaning is, that God will never repent of the promises 
which he made to the fathers, and therefore never change his purpose 
in regard to the bestowment of spiritual blessings upon their offspring. 

Here again Tholuck construes κλῆσις of the external calling of the 
Jews; the fear of gratia irresistibilis urging him to the adoption of this 
sentiment. But the reader is desired merely to turn back and compare 
chap. viii. 28—30 with this whole passage, and also vs. 5—7 above. No 
other answer need be given to the objection against the sense here 
maintained. Above all, when one compares the sequel, vs. 80---δ6, 
with vs. 28, 29, can he constrain himself to believe, that external pri- 
vileges only are here the subject of the apostle’s discussion? Could 
these excite in him such wonder, admiration, and gratitude, as he 
evidently expresses in vs. 33—36? And is this the obtaining of 
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merey, of which ver. 30 speaks? Let every unprejudiced reader exa- 
mine and judge! 

(80) “Ὥσπερ γὰρ .... ἀπειθείᾳ, but as you were formerly disobedient 
to God, but have now obtained mercy through their unbelief. This refers 
to the former heathenish and unbelieving state of the Gentiles, and to 
the fact that the Gospel was preached to them and they became believers, 
in consequence of the Jews having rejected it, in the sense before ex- 
plained. Γάρ introduces a clause added for the sake of confirmation. 

(31) Οὕτω καὶ... . ἐλεήθωσι, so also they have now become disobedient, 
[yet] #0 that they also may become the subjects of mercy, through the 
mercy shewn to you, Here are two cases presented, parallel in some 
respects, but differing in others. (1) The Jews reject the gospel, and 
occasion its being preached to the Gentiles, who thus become believers. 
(2) The Gentiles, by the blessings bestowed on them in consequence of 
their faith, provoke the Jews to jealousy, and occasion their secking to 
be restored to their former place as the people of God ; comp. ¥8. 13, 14. 
The parallelism consists in this, viz. that each party occasions the bless- 
ings of salvation to come to the other, i.e. each is-(dgoppnruiic) the 
cause of salvation to the other. The difference is, that the Jews give 
occasion to this, by their unbelief; but the Gentiles by their belief, 
which provokes the Jews to jealousy and leads them to seek after the 
privileges of the gospel. May the time speedily come, when the example 
of Christians will have a better tendency to excite such a jealousy 
among the Jews, than it has ever yet done! 

The position of iva here is somewhat peculiar, We should naturally 
expect to find it before τῷ ὑμετέρῷ᾽ but there are examples of its stand- 
ing after the first words that begin a sentence; comp. 1 Cor. ix. 15. 
2 Cor. ii. 4. Gal. ii. 10. Eph. iii. 18. 

(32) Συνέκλεισε -««. ἐλεήσῃ, for God hath given up all to unbelief, 
sa that he might have mercy on all; i.e. God hath left both Jew and 
Gentile to fall into unbelief or disobedience, in order that the true 
nature of sin might fully appear, and that he might thus magnify the 
riches of his grace, in pardoning multiplied and aggravated trans- 
gressions; comp. Rom, v. 20,21, where the very same sentiment is 

. developed. 

‘The fathers, in speaking of this subject, compare sin to a fever, which, 
before it reaches a certain height, does not so develope itself that the 
physician applies its appropriate remedy. They also compare it toa 
tree, which is permitted to grow up to full height and to spread forth all 
its branches and leaves, before it is felled. So when sin had reached its 
acme, the Redeemer appeared and struck the mortal blow. 

vr 
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In regard to συνέκλεισε, it seems to be the best illustrated by a re- 
ference to the Hebrew ὙΞ T3001, ‘et Tao,  ὝΞΟΤΙ, all of 
which (from “0D) mean, to deliver ercr ta, to gice up to the power of. — 
Tap explicantis, i.e. added to a clause which is designed to illnstrate 
the subject under consideration.—The whole verse, and also chap. 
v. 20, 21, seems plainly to teach, that God had a special purpose t 
answer, in giving man over to the power or dominion of sim and unbe- 
lief, viz. to expose the “ exceeding sinfulness of sm,” and to magnify 
the riches of his pardonmg mercy. 

But if any are not satisfied with the sense here given to the word 
συνέκλεισε, and insist that it 1s to be taken in a more active sense, they 
may compere it with Rom. v.20, and also with ix.18. It may be 
understood. here, in the same sense as σκληρύνει in ix.18. I see no 

objection to the one than to the other. But such a sense of 
ἀννέκλεισε does not seem to be necessary here. 
. (33) Here then, to say tbe least, is some deep and mysterious pro- 
ceeding on the part of God, which the human mind cannot fathom, and 
which it should only wonder at and adore. *O βάθος... θεοῦ, O the 
boundless goodness and wisdom and knowledge of God! T)owrow means 
riches, when literally understood. But a reference to ver. 12 shews, 
that the apostle had in his mind the abundant blessings of the gospel 
bestowed on the Gentiles, when be chose this term; comp. Eph. iii 8. 
2 Cor. viii. 2.— Zogiac, the wisdom of God, viz. the wisdom displayed m 
thus making the unbelief of the Jews subservient to the purpose of 
bringing salvation to the Gentiles, in thus educing good out of evil; 
and also in finally bringing the Jews back to their filial relation, through 
the mercy granted to the Gentiles; important ends, which no human 
foresight or wisdom could have accomplished.—I'véeewc, boundless 
knowledge ; for what less than omniscience could foresee the effects to 
be thus produced, the good effects that would flow from present and 
apparent evil? What human or angelic foresight could divine, that 
such consequences would follow from such means? -“- 

Tholuck refers the whole simply to divine compassion, and says that 
‘ the words are contra decretum absolutum of Augustine.’ This may be 
true, if Augustine meant what Tholuck supposes he did — fatality. 
But did he mean this? This excellent critic seems to find frequent 
matter of difficulty in the assertions of Paul here; so strongly is he 
exercised with the fear of the decretum absolutum of Auguste and 
Calvin. 

Ὥς .... ὁδοὶ αὐτοῦ, how unsearchable are his proceedings, and his 
ways past finding out! Understanding all this as of course having a 
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reference to the preceding declarations of the apostle, we must interpret 
it as meaning: ‘How entirely above our comprehension, that God 
should accomplish such ends by such means,’ viz. the salvation of the 
Gentiles in such a way, and then that of the Jews!—Kpipara seems 
plainly to mean, like the Hebrew D°W2WD, ordinance, arrangement, 
proceeding ; or rather decision, counsel, determination, Here it is for 
substance a synonyme with ὁδοί, which evidently has the like sense. 
The word ὁδοί, which literally means the way or track that one makes 
in going, gives occasion to the adjective ἀνεξιχνίαστοι, whose footsteps 
cannot be traced, i.e. unsearchable, non vestigande. 

‘What can be plainer, now, than that the declaration in ver. 32 gives 
the immediate occasion to the exclamation in ver. 33? But if this be 
so, then συνέκλεισε serves to excite the apostle’s feelings, as well as 
ἐλεήσῃ, Tholuck admits only the latter. 

(34) Τίς yap... ἐγένετο, for who hath known the mind of the 
Lord, or who hath been his counsellor? Vép explicantis, i.e. placed 
before a clause added in order to confirm his assertion, that the ways 
of God are unsearchable. The verse is a quotation from Is. xl. 13, 
ad sensum, and nearly in the words of the Seventy. The object is, to 
challenge the wisdom of created beings, calling on them to shew, if 
there be any such case, wherein any of them has contributed any thing 
to enlighten or to guide the divine counsels. The question implies 
strong negation. 

(35) Ἤ ric... αὐτῷ, or who hath first given him any thing, so 
that he must receive retribution? The sentiment of this verse may 
be found in the Hebrew of Job xli. 8 (11), DOWNS) OPT YB, who 
hath done me any service, that I may recompense him? This the 
apostle has changed to the third person, instead of the first, so as to 
make it congruous with the preceding quotation. The Septuagint 
“ abit in omnia alia” here; so that the apostle (if indeed he here 
quotes at all, which seems somewhat doubtful), has given a new version 
of the Hebrew. 

This latter quotation (if it be one), is designed by the apostle to 
have a bearing on all claims to the divine favour, which can be pre- 
ferred on the score of desert or of services rendered to God. How 
prone the Jews were to betake themselves to their own merits, and 
to rely on self-righteousness, every reader of the New Testament 
must know, The sentence before us is designed to repress this spirit ; 
for it is as much as strongly to affirm, that no one can make any just 
claims upon God for his favour, a8 no one by his services has laid 
him under any obligation, The Nominative to ἀνταποδοθήσεται is 
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said in vs. 33—36 to the mere goodness and compassion of God, as manifested 
in the Gospel, whether there is any congruity in the passage thus considered. 
Nothing can be more certain, than that vs. 34—36 do assert, in the most high 
and unequivocal manner, the independence of God on his creatures, and his 
sovereign power and right over them. ‘This will not be questioned. But why 
such an assertion here, at the close of the argumentative part of the epistle, the 
very climax of the whole? Is it necessary to make the deepest possible im- 
pression of divine independence and sovereign right, in order to convince us that 
God can exercise his goodness and compassion? 1 repeat it—I cannot see the 
congruity of such reasoning or rhetoric. Let those who adopt such exegesis 
look to this; mine is not the task to defend it. 

On the other hand; if God has, for reasons not disclosed to us, and therefore 
in the way of what we call the exercise of divine sovereignty, rejected for a time 
the Jewish nation, and brought in the Gentiles; and if God in his own due 
time, shall also again bring the Jewish nation into his church; and all this in 
such a way as entirely exceeds our comprehension, and which of course we aré 
altogether unable to explain; then we may exclaim, with the wondering apostle, 
Ὁ the depth ? Then we may find overwhelming reason to believe, that God is all 
in all, that he is the beginning, middle, and end of all things, and that “ for his 
glory they are and were created.” We can sympathize, therefore, while cherish+ 
ing such views, with all which the apostle has here said, and find abundant 
reason to cherish sentiments such as he has avowed. 

But to prevent all mistake here, I repeat, before I close this subject, what 1 
have once and again expressed in the preceding pages, viz. that sovereignty in 
God, does not imply what is arbitrary, nor that he does any thing without the 
best of reasons. It only implies, that those reasons are unknown to us. While 
clouds and darkness are truly about him, in respect to our vision, justice and 
judgment are the habitation of his throne for ever. It is impossible, even for a 
moment, to doubt that this must be so. Infinite wisdom and goodness can 
never act at all without reason, nor without the very best reason, God has nd 
possible temptation to act arbitrarily or wrongly; it cannot profit him. His 
creatures cannot abridge his happiness. Of course, it would be the extreme of 
folly to suppose, that becanse God acts in a way which is mysterious, he acts in 
an arbitrary or oppressive manner. Is he under obligation to disclose all the 
grounds of his proceedings to us? Enough he has disclosed, to satisfy us that 
he is wise and good. May there not be something left, to exercise our filial con- 
fidence, and to give us (what does indeed well become us) a deep. sense of our 
humble and imperfect condition? Shall we prescribe to God the terms of our 
moral discipline? If not, then let us be content, when his mysterious ways 
press upon our minds and we feel straitened and in darkness, to say with the 
apostle: Ὦ βάθος πλούτου καὶ σοφίας καὶ γνώσεως θεοῦ [{ And if our hearts 
are ever tempted to rise up against the distinctions which God has made, either 
in a temporal or spiritual respect, in the bestowment of his favours, let us bow 
them down to the dust, as well as silence and satisfy them, with the humbling, 
consoling, animating, glorious’ truth, that “of God, and through him, and for 
him, are all things!" To him, then, be the glory for ever and-ever! Amen, 
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'Αγίαν, holy, ie. ὈΥΘΕῚ, integer, without blemish, ox defect ; for 
no other kind of sacrifice could be ἁγία, i.e. consecrated to God,— 
Εὐάρεστον rp θεῷ is an epexegesis of the preceding ἁγία.--- Τὴν 
λογικὴν λατρείαν ὑμῶν, your rational service, viz. your spiritual offering 
or service, or that which is mental or belongs to reason (λύγος), 
in distinction from an external service or λατρεία σαρκική, such as 
the Jews offered and relied on for salvation. I have rendered it 
rational, i.e. pertaining to the reason or understanding, because the 
word reasonable (as we now use it) does not necessarily convey the 
same idea. 

(2) Kai pi)... rode ὑμῶν, and be not conformed to this world, 
but be-ye transformed by the renewing of your mind. The Codices 
A.D. E. E.G, and many Codd. MSS,, read συσχηματίζεσθαι and 
μεταμορφοῦσθαι, in the Infinitive; which would imply παρακαλῶ 
before them. The sense would be the same, in such a case, as the 
Imperative of the text before us makes,—T§ αἰῶνι τούτῳ, the pre= 
sent world, i.e. ΤΊΝΙ DyiDE, according to the latter usage of the 
word Dbiy among the Jews, The classic sense of αἰών never coin- 
cides with this. See Ezegetical Essays on αἰών, αἰώνιος, ὅτε,» § 5+ 
By not conforming to the world, the apostle means, not adopting 
its sinful customs and practices, whether of an external or internal 
nature. 

᾿Αλλὰ μεταμορφοῦσθε, i.e. put on another form, person ; exchange 
the μορφή of the world for that of Christianity. Do this ἀνακαινώσει 
τοῦ νοὺς ὑμῶν, by the renewing of your mind, i.e. by renovating the 
νοῦς παλαιός, by exchanging it for a γοῦς καινός, such as the gospel 
inspires. In other words: ‘ Cherish no more a spirit devoted to the 
world, and sinfully conforming to it; cultivate a new and different 
spirit, one devoted to God, one which will love and practise what is 
good and pleasing to God.’ 

Εἰς τὸ δοκιμάζειν ᾿ τέλειον, that ye may learn what the will 
of God is, that which is good and acceptable and perfect. Δοκιμάζω 
means (among other things), to explore, to investigate, to search out, 
YB; and this for the purpose of learning or knowing. The apostle 
means to sdy, that a renewed mind is essential to a successful inquiry 
after practical and experimental Christian truth, in its whole extent. 
“ Tf any man will do his will, he shall know of the doctrine, whether it 
be of God.” 

Τὸ ἀγαθόν, κιτιλιν 1 regard not as adjectives agreeing with θέλημα, 
but as nouns, formed in the usual way, viz. by prefixing the article 
to the neuter gender of the adjective; for τό is of course implied before 
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evapeoroy and τέλειον. So Flatt and Tholuck.—Esdpecroy means, 
acceptable to God, τῷ θεῷ being implied. ΤἘΤέλειον, that which is 
wanting in nothing, which has πὸ defect, integrum. 

The whole verse, therefore, is an exhortation to spiritual-mindedness, 
in order that Christians may attain to a full knowledge of what ther 
holy religion demands. 

(3) Tap here makes a transition to additional matter, designed farther 
to explain and confirm the general precepts just given; ‘‘ narrationi 
uberiori inservit.” Διὰ τῆς χάριτος, by virtue of the [apostolic] offee 
bestowed on me; comp. Rom.i. 5. xv. 15. Eph. ili. 2, 8.—Ey ὑμῖν, 
among yo ; 80 ἐν frequently means, in such a connexion. 

My... . φρονεῖν, lit. not to over-estimate himself beyond what he 
ought to estimate. Παρά is often used in such a sense, in 
declarations ; e.g. Luke xiii. 2. ii. 18. Rom. xiv. 5. Heb.i.9. 1. 4. 
iii. 3.—’ Adda... . σωφρονεῖν, lit. but to estimate so as to act soberly, 
i.e. to think modestly, prudently, in a rational way, of himself, not 
being puffed up with his own attainments and gifts; the same as 
σωφρόνως φρονεῖν. The paronomasia in φρονεῖν and σωφρονεῖν can 
hardly escape the reader's notice. 

ἝἙ κάστῳ ὡς... xiorewe, according to the measure of faith eohich 
God hath imparted to him ; i.e. according to the measure of Christian 
belief and knowledge, which God has imparted. In other words: 
‘Let each one estimate his gifts, by the principles which the gospel 
has revealed.’ But Flatt and Tholuck understand πίστες here as 
equivalent to χάρισμα, i.e. πίστις --τὸ πεπιστευμένον, quod creditum 
est, donum; for which I can find no adequate and satisfactory 
proof or example. Nor can I perceive that the meaning which this 
exegesis would give to the passage, is a probable one. The apostle 
is not exhorting men to prize their gifts according to the diverse 
nature of them, (which must be his meaning, if Flatt and Tholuck 
have rightly explained him); but he is exhorting all, whatever may be 
their gifts, to demean themselves modestly and humbly. All belong to 
one body, and no invidious distinctions are to be made. | Consequently 
it is more congruous to explain μέτρον πέστεως, as indicating the measure 
of Christian belief, or faith, i.e. of Christian knowledge which is the object 
of faith. 

(4) To shew that no one has any reason to set up himself as superior 
to others, the apostle now introduces the admirable comparison of the 
body of Christ, i.e. the church, with the human body. There are 
various members of the latter; and they are designed for different 
uses. But all belong to one and the same body ; and each performs its 


ROMANS XII. 4—6. 449 


own proper functions for the good of the whole. So it ought to be in 
the Christian church.—Ipa£w, use, opus, negotium, office. 

(5) Οὕτως «««. μέλη, 80 wes being many, are one body in Christ, 
and are each members of others; i.e. there is but one church, one 
spiritual body, of which Christis thehead. To this we all belong. In 
this respect there is no preeminence.—KaSeic for καθ᾽ ἔνα, properly’ a 
solecism ; see also John viii. 9. Mark xiv. 19. 3 Macc. v. 34, and ἀνὰ 
εἷς Rev, xxi, 21, 

(6) “Exovrec. +. διάφορα, and. possessing gifts which are diverse, 
according to the grace bestowed upon us; i.e, we, who are many in 
number, and yet one body in Christ, possess gifts which are diverse, 
according to the diversity of the operations of the Spirit, who bestows 
different gifts on different persons. Ἔχοντες agrees with ἡμεῖς under~ 
stood, and is a continuation of the preceding sentence. 

Eire προφητείαν, whether prophecy, i.e. εἴτε [ἔχομεν or ἔχοντες] 
προφητείαν, the ellipsis of ἔχομεν or ἔχοντες being quite plain. Hpo- 
gnreiay here evidently means, χάριν προφητείας, ive. the office or 
gift of prophecy, the prophetic office ; which explanation, moreover, 
is rendered certain by the sequel. But why is προφητεία a public or a 
private office? And in either case, what were its appropriate duties? 

To answer this question philologically, as well.as by the analogy 
of the Scriptures, it is necessary to resort, in the first place, to the 
classic use of the word. Προφήτης, among the Greeks, generally 
signified an interpreter of the. will of the gods, an interpreter of those 
who were priests of the gods, το, ‘The. essence of the definition is the 
idea of being an interpreter, one who explains or declares, viz. what 
was before dark, or not understood, or not known, So the Greeks 
could say, προφήτης Bcoi—iepov — μάντεως---Μουσῶν, κιτιλ. Some- 
times (but more rarely) προφήτης means, one who himself foretells, 
one who predicts, &¢.; and. it is. thenequivalent to. the Greek 
μάντις, But in general, it differs from μάντις, inasmuch as the latter 
means a person who is himself under the divine aflatus, in such a 
manner as to be bereaved of his own consciousness and reason, and 
merely to utter (as an instrument) what the inspiring divinity causes 
him to utter. This, which the μάντις himself is not supposed to 
understand, and cannot explain, it was the office of the προφήτης to 
interpret. Plato derives μάντις from μαίνομαι, to rave, to be out of 
one's senses; and this shews the peculiar meaning of μάντις, in dis- 
tinction from προφήτης, which usually designates only such persons as 
are in possession of their reason. 

Προφήτης, in the New Testament, corresponds well with the Hebrew 
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In this manner Chrysostom, Theodoret, CZcumenius, Pelagius, 
Calvin, Flatt, Tholuck, and many others, have understood the phrase 
under examination. 

At the same time, as ἀναλογίαν may signify analogy, agreement, 
(for so it means in the classics), the sense here may be: ‘ Prophesy in 
such a manner, that what you say will accord with the doctrine of faith, 
viz. with that which the Scripture contains.’ The former sense is the 
most congruous here, and therefore the most probable. 

It is obvious, that the elliptical construction reigns through this 
whole paragraph, Here we must understand προφητεύωμεν before κατὰ 
τὴν ἀναλογία». 

(7) Εἴτε διακονίαν, i.e. εἴτε [ἔχωμεν διακονίαν. Διάκονος, in ἃ 
general sense, means a servant, a waiter to any one. But as the office 
of a servant is elevated by the station of his master and the duties which 
the servant has to perform, so the word is far from being always em- 
ployed in a degrading sense; nay, it is sometimes (like the Hebrew 
ἼΞ9) used in a most honourable sense, as servant of God, servant of 
Christ, servant (minister) of the gospel, &c. In the passage before us, 
διακονία probably refers to the official duty of the διάκονοι in the Chris- 
tian church, to whom was committed the care of alms for the poor, of 
providing for the sick, of preparing conveniences for publicworship, &c., 
and generally, of watching over and taking care of the external matters 
of the church. In the primitive age of the church this office was very 
simple, having reference only to the alms of the church. So the verb 
διακονέω very often means, to supply one with food, to make ready or 
provide food for any one, e.g. Matt. iv. 11. Mark i. 13. Luke x.40, 
xii, 37. xvii. 8. John xii. 2; comp. Acts vi. But in subsequent ages, 
the office was extended to all the external and merely temporal relations 
of the church, So in the Jewish synagogue, the 1317, inspector, over- 
seer, corresponded to διάκονος. 

Ἐν τῇ διακονίᾳ, i.e. ᾧμεν or ἔστω" like ἐν τούτοις ἴσθι, 1 Tim, iv. 15, 
i.e. sit totus in illis, let him be wholly devoted to his ministration 
or service, let him be deeply engaged to perform its duties with fidelity 
and zeal. 

Eire ὁ διδάσκων. Here the construction is varied, although there 
appears no special reason for it in the nature of the sentence. We 
should expect εἴγε διδασκαλίαν here, i.e. the Accusative case of the 
abstract noun ; but in its stead, we have a participial noun in the Nomi- 
native. Of course, ἢ (sit) is understood here after ὁ διδάσκων.---Ἐν τῇ 
διδασκαλίᾳ, i.e. ἔστω a8 before. 

That the office of teacher is here distinguished from προφήτης on the 
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one hand, and from παρακαλῶν on the other, is plain. But in what 
this distinction consisted, it would be a difficult matter to tell. [8 
regard to the first distinction, it would seem that προφήτης indicated 
ore who taught by inspiration, and only so far as inspiration prompted 
and enabled him to teach. It was an office created and sustained by a 
miraculous gift. But ξιξάσκαλος appears to have been an ordinary 
stated teacher, one who was so by official station, and who taught 
according to the degree of religious knowledge which he possessed. 

(8) Etre ὁ παρακαλῶν, 1. ε. ὁ παρακαλῶν 5-— Er τῇ παρακλήσει, i.e. 
ἔστω as before. But what is παρακαλῶν; The verb παρακαλέω means, 
to warr, to console. apacadey, then, would seem to indicate es 
exhorter, i.e. one who urged to practical duties, who dwelt upon the 
threatenings and promises of the gospel, and so aided and completed 
the work which the διξάσκαλος had begun. 

How long the distinction was kept up in the church, which is here 
intimated, I know not. But in the original settlement of the churches 
in New England, many of them had two ministers, a ξειξάσκαλος and 8 
παρακαλῶν, as here explained. It was believed, at that time, that these 
distinct offices were intended to be perpetual in the church. But why 
consistency would not of course lead to the maintenance of all the other 
offices here named, it would be difficult to say. 

Ὁ μεταδιδούς, sc. I, he who is a distributor, i.e. he who distributes 
the charities of the church, or of individuals in it—’E» ἁπλότητι, 
i.e. with a simple or single regard to the good of those for whom 
the charity was bestowed, without any selfish or sinister purposes 
of his own. 

But in what respect o μεταξδιδούς differed from the διάκονος, above 
mentioned, we are now unable to ascertain with precision. That there 
was a difference, is plain from the manner in which the whole of this 
paragraph is constructed. May it not have been, that the διάκονος was 
the general overseer, the collector and provider of alms; while the 
& μεταξιδούς, was the actual distributor of them among the needy ? 
This seems quite probable, from the nature of the case, and from the 
fact that here are two distinct offices, both having a relation to the same 
class of duties. 

Ὁ προϊστάμενος, ἐν σπουδῇ, let him who presides, do it with diligent 
attention. A question may indeed be raised here, whether ὁ προϊστάμενος 
means an office in the church, or only a person to whom the care of 
some duty or business is committed. The verb προΐστημι sometimes 
means, ¢o attend with care and diligence to any thing, q. d. to stand over 
st, as we say in English. So in Tit. ill. 8, καλῶν ἔργων προΐστασθαι 
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means, to be diligent in performing good works. But as ὃ προϊστάμενος 
stands connected with a series of other words which express some 
official duty, most interpreters have been inclined to construe it here as 
having respect to office. It seems plainly to be used in 1 Thess. v. 12, 
to designate one who holds the office of a teacher ; and in 1 Tim. v, 19, 
it also seems to designate one who holds the office of ruling or governing 
in the church, as well as teaching. The context of this latter passage 
has been regarded, indeed, by most commentators, as shewing that there 
were some προϊστάμενοι, who held the double office of teacher and 
governor or ruler in the church; although, as some of them suppose, 
these offices would seem more usually to have been separate. In like 
manner, Justin Martyr speaks of a προεστὼς τῶν ἀδελφῶν, who (it 
appears) is the presbyter of the church, Apolog, I. c. 67, 

In 1 Cor. xii. 28, is another account of Paul concerning the offices in 
the church existing at Corinth ; from which it appears that there were 
reckoned in that church the following orders of offices and gifts: 
ἀπόστολοι, προφῆται, διδάσκαλοι, δυνάμεις, χαρίσματα ἰαμάτων, ἀντιλήψεις, 
κυβερνήσεις, γένη γλωσσῶν, διερμηνεῦται" quite a different reckoning 
from that in our text, and yet the object of it is the Very same as in 
Rom, xii. 8, viz. to shew Christians that the same Spirit has bestowed 
gifts and offices of different and various kinds, but that inasmuch as he 
is the author of all, and they who possess them all belong‘to one and 
the same body, so there should be no boasting or pride indulged on 
account of them, but every one who possesses them should exercise his 
own gift in the best manner he can, for the edification of the whole. 

It must be obvious, that the κυβερνήσεις here mentioned, seems to 
accord with the προϊστάμενος in the text; but whether it accords with 
the same word in 1 Thess. v.12. 1 Tim. y. 17, seems more doubtful. 
From a comparison of the whole together, it appears equally clear that 
the office itself of a προϊστάμενος, as designated here (and in 1 Cor, 
xii, 28 by κυβερνήσεις), was one of the lowest in the church. It is 
ranked the seventh, in 1 Cor. xii. 28; and the siwth, in Rom. xii.8. In 
1 Tim. v. 17 and 1 Thess. v, 12, it is represented as entitled to special 
honour, when it is united with the person of a teacher or preacher. 

Ὃ ἐλεῶν ἐν ἱλαρότητι, he who shews eompassion, [let him do it] with 
cheerfulness; comp. 2 Cor. ix. 7. 


Thave, in the above paragraphs, given the reader the usual exegesis of the 
passage in question, viz. ὁ μεταδιδοὺς, ἐν ἁπλότητι" ὁ προϊστάμενος, ἐν σπουδῇ" 
ὁ ἐλεῶν, ἐν ἱλαρότητι. But an attentive and repeated examination of it has 
raised doubts in my own mind, whether there is not a radical mistake at the 
foundation of this whole interpretation, I refer not now to the verbal criticisms 


that-to an individual in the charch. ta 


ee er atine care 

an 

particular qualifications, for visiting the 

the perplexed, relieving the distressed by νὰ 
the church looked to him as a ὁ ἐλεῶν, or they πὶ 
that he would attend to such duties. All this ἢ 
ral and probable; while, at the same time, 
pease sited ie inthechty 
μένος, and ὁ ἐλεῶν. a 


τ Tei ikon tha i pro OPE 
nary and miraculous gifts only, although he 

‘one who spoke under the influence of inspiration ; 
καλῶν might or might not be inspired ; for 

or general nature, δεν En ES cir 
or might not be an μ be 


interposition. «adt 
(2) Teis equally obvious, thatthe apostle, in the» 

tion here, includes both public and private, official: 

Bare inspection of vs. 6—21 sets this question at r 

inasmuch as all Christians are members of one and the san 

and talents, of whatever kind or nature, pte 

public or private duties, whether they are | 

Spirit or otherwise—ail were to be employed in 

manner. Such is the evident tenor of his 

would seek in vs. 9, 10, seq., for directions only to 


ROMANS XII. 8. 455 


There is no reasonable question, therefore, respecting the general’ principle 
which I have here laid down, in regard to the whole paragraph which contains 
the apostle’s exhortation. But where does he dismiss the address to the officers 
of the church as such, and begin with individuals or laymen? ‘This is the very 
gist of the question; and in order to throw some light on this, I observe, 

(3) That the very construction and natural order of vs. 6—8, favour the 
supposition, that the last three classes of men named are private, not official 


persons, 

In respect to the natural order of the passage, it would seem to be an obvious 
dictate of propriety, that the apostle should begin first with the officers of the 
church : and this he has plainly done ; for we have προφήτης, διάκονος, διδάσ- 
καλος, ὁ παρακαλῶν, before he proceeds to the rest. Now, if after παρακαλῶν, 
he proceeds to unofficial men, (as I suppose), then it would be perfectly natural 
to select from among these, those who were particularly distinguished. in the 
church for their usefulness ; and so he seems to have done. 

(4) It is difficult, if not impossible, to make out official distinctions through 
the whole of vs. 6—8, How does ὅ μεταδιδούς, as an officer of the church, differ 
from ὁ Bidxovos? And again; how does ὅ ἐλεῶν differ from both, or from 
either? A question which none of the commentators have answered with any 
good degree of satisfaction, Indeed, most of them pass the difficulty over with 
entire silence; which is at least the most easy, if not the most instructive, 
method of commentary. Here then, according to them, are two supplementary 
offices to that of διάκονος, the main, and originally the only, duty of which was, 
to take care of the poor. 

But further ; who is 6 mpoiarduevos? He who presides over the church? If 
80, how can he be placed the sixth in rank here, and the seventh in 1 Cor. xii. 
281 (See κυβερνήσεις there). ‘Then again, why should ὁ προϊστάμενος not 
have a place among the teachers, instead of being placed where it has, on the 
right and lefthand, an office of mere charity? Does the presiding officer of a 
whole church ever rank in this way, in times either ancient or modern? I know 
ofnosuch example, Is not ὁ προϊστάμενος, a teacher, in 1 Thess. v. 12, and 
in 1 Tim. ν, 172 

I am aware, indeed, that the apostle has not strictly followed the order of 
office here, as to dignity or rank, inasmuch as he has mentioned the deacon 
before the teacher or exhorter. But there is an apparent reason for this. In 
speaking to the oficial classes of the Romish church, the highest and lowest 
office, viz, that of prophet and deacon, i.e. the two extremes of office occurred 
first; which is a very natural method of thought. These the apostle wrote 
down as they occurred. He then supplied the intermediate offices, viz. that of 
teacher and exhorter, the proper doctrinal instructor, whether in public or 
private, and ezhorter or practical and persuasive preacher. ‘This will account 
very naturally for the order of officers here. But in 1 Cor. xii. 28, the apostle 
ex professo recounts the natural order seriatim; which he makes to be, 
1, Apostles. 2. Prophets. 8, Teachers. 4. Such as. possessed miraculous 
powers in general (δυνάμεις). 5. Such as possessed the gift of healing the 
sick, 6. ᾿Αντιλήψεις. 7. Κυβερνήσεις. 8. Those who spoke various lan- 
guages. 9. Interpreters (comp, ver. 30), 
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say the least, whether the word will bear this construction. Bretschneider has 
indeed given it such a meaning, (as others before him have often done) ; 
but, as Vitringa long ago observed (De Vet. Synag. II. 3. p. 501), the proper 
Greek word for distribute is διαδίδωμι"" as one may see in John vi. 11. Lul 
xviii. 22, (also in xi. 22 it has the like sense), Acts iv. 35. pei 
this verb has in the classics. But μεταδίδωμε properly means, to impart 
among others what belongs to one's self, to give of one’s own to others ; which 
is, or at any rate may be, a very different thing from distributing the alms of the 
church. 

If these words be rightly explained, we have in them a command of the 
apostle, that those who are able μεταδιδόναι; to give in charity, should do this in 
a liberal manner. That all this is congruous and appropriate, I presume no one 
will venture to deny. 

We have seen what precedes ὁ προϊστάμενος. Let us now see what follows it. 
This is ὁ ἐλεῶν, ἐν ἱλαρότητι, let him who performs deeds of mercy, do it cheer= 
fully, i.e, let him go about this task with a willing mind, voluntarily, not 
grudgingly and with a forbidding demeanour, The duty of ὁ ἐλεῶν may differ 
from that of ὁ μεταδιδους, in this respect, viz., that the former consisted in per- 
sonal cares and services bestowed upon the sick, and unfortunate ; while the 
latter consisted in donations of money, food, &c. These latter duties devolved 
especially on the rich; the former could be performed by all classes of 
Christians. 

Between these two clasves of benefactors, then, the apostle places 4 mpotord- 
μένος. If these classes, now, are not officers of the church, it would seem pro- 
bable that 6 προϊστάμενος does not here stand for one. That 5 ἐλεῶν cannot 
be made to mean an officer of the church, the silence of most commentators 
concerning it would seem pretty strongly to indicate. Accordingly, Vitringa 
does not hesitate to say: Quicquid enim adverse opinionis auctores statuant, 
fieri non potest, ut pet τὸν ἐλεοῦντα deseribantur aliqui ecclesie officiarii 
[officers]. 

It does seem most probable, therefore, that 6 προϊστάμενος, is of the like 
tenor with ἡ mpoordris in Rom. xvi. 2, which there means, one who receives 
and entertains strangers, ive. a helper of Christian brethren coming from abroad ; 
for such a helper (mpoordris) was Phebe. And this seems the more probable, 
inasmuch as the duty of hospitality so often and so urgently insisted on by the 
apostles, has no specific mention among the special charities here, unless it be 
included in this word; although it is touched on, as it respects the church in 
general, in ver, 13. But a comparison with Rom. xvi. 2, as I must think, renders 
the sense now given to ὅ προϊστάμενος, quite probable. 

But Tholuck and others appeal to κυβερνήσεις in 1 Cor. xii. 28, and say, that 
as κυβερνήσεις means there a special gift or office bestowed by the influence of 
the Spirit, so 6 προϊστάμενος must be considered as corresponding with it. But 
what is evBépynois? A question difficult to be answered, inasmuch as this word 
in 1 Cor. xii. 28 is a ἅπαξ λεγόμενον. In classic Greek it means guidance, 
direction, steering ; and is especially (as also the verb κυβερνάω) applied to 
designate the steering or guiding of a ship by the pilot. Hence many crities 
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understand it here (1 Cor. xii. 28), δὲ designating the office of a ruler in the 
church. But how can such an office be placed the seventh in rank, (for the 
‘apostle here seems to make an enumeration according to the order of prece- 
dence,) and have but one or two offices reckoned below it? This seems to be 
exceedingly incongruous. The gerernor and guide of a Christian church woald 
seem, in the order of nature, to stand at its head. 

I ask, in the next place, how it should happen, that κυβερνήσειε stands here 
in such a position, having in order before it ἀντιλήψεις, opituletores, curatores, 
(i. ᾳ διάκονοι), and after it γένη γλωσσῶνῖ Why does it not stand next before 
or after προφήτας or διδασκάλους, where we should almost of necessity expect to 
find it, if it mean presidents or governors of the church ? 

Moved by such difficulties, I feel constrained to seek another than a clessice! 
meaning for κυβερνήσεις. But as, in the New Test., the word is not elsewhere 
to be found, we must resort to the Septuagint; and here the word is anusformly 
employed, as the rendering of the Hebrew NYSABIMA, ekilfal dexterity, wise 
foresight, power of prudent or skilful management. In this very sense κυβέρνη- 
σις is plainly employed in Prov. i. 5. xi. 14. xxiv. 6, pera κυβερνήσεως γίνεται 
πόλεμος" and these are all the instances in which the word occurs in the 
Septuagint. In accordance with this meaning is the Lex. Cyrilli: κυβέρνησις, 
φρόνησις. So the Glosse inedite in Prov. Salom.: κυβέρνησις, ἐπιστήμη τῶν 
πραττομένων. So also Hesychius: κνβερνήσεις, προνοετικαὶ ἐπιστῆμαι καὶ 
φρονήσεις, considerate knowledge and ig. 

In view of all this, we may now venture to translate κυβερνήσεις, skilful dis- 
cernment or insight. But in what respect? To answer this, we must let the 
apostle explain himself. Let us go back, then, to 1 Cor. xii. 8—10, and there 
we shall find nearly if not quite the same reckoning of spiritual gifts as im 
vs. 28—30. But there, before γένη γλωσσῶν, stands διακρίσεις τῶν πνευμάτων 
which does not at all appear in vs. 28—30, unless it be designated by κυβερνύή- 
σεις. That it should not in fact be included in this latter passage, distinguished 
as such a gift must be, and important as it was in the then state of the church, 
would be singular. Now as in 1 Cor. xii. 28, γένη γλωσσῶν comes immediately 
after κυβερνήσεις, and in ver. 10, immediately after διακρίσεις πνευμάτων, so it is 
natural to conclude, that the apostle means to designate the same thing by 
κυβερνήσεις as he does by διακρίσεις πνευμάτων. For as peculiar skill and ia- 
sight would be appropriate and necessary to the discerning of spirits, so the 
qualifications for such a duty may be used to designate the persons who are to 
perform it. Philology allows this; but above all, the order, concinnity, and 
consistency of the apostle’s discourse here, seem to render it necessary, or at 
least quite probable. This being conceded, it would follow that no argument 
from κυβερνήσεις can be adduced, in order to shew that ὁ προϊστάμενος in 
Rom. xii. 8 means a ruler in the Christian church. 

I am the more satisfied with this view of the subject, as I find it was fully 
embraced by Lightfoot and Vitringa, “quos [in re criticA] facile principes 
nominarem.” See Vitringa, De Vet. Synag. II. 3. p. 507, seq. 

It remains only that I notice one objection more, to the meaning which | 
have assigned to ὁ προϊστάμενος. This is, that in 1 Thess. v. 12 διὰ 1 Tim. iii. 
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4, 12, it means governors, overseers of the church ; and consequently that this is 
the most probable meaning in Rom. xii. 8. 

On this allegation I must be very brief, as I have already put the patience of 
the reader to atrial. In 1 Thess. v. 12, the apostle says to the church : ‘ Affec- 
tionately regard rods κοπιῶντας ἐν ὑμῖν, καὶ προϊσταμένους ὑμῶν ἐν κυρίῳ, καὶ 
νουθετοῦντας ὑμᾶς. The question is, whether he means here different classes of 
officers ; or one and the same class, in the exercise of divers gifts. I know of no 
way in which this question can be definitely and certainly decided. ‘The inser- 
tion of the article before κοπιῶντας (the first participial noun in the series), and 
the omission of it before the other like nouns προϊσταμένους and νουθετοῦντας, 
will not prove, as has sometimes been assumed, that all belong to one class ; nor 
will it prove the contrary ; for (1) The article is usually omitted, even where the 
meaning of the nouns employed is plainly diverse, provided they are of the same 
gender and case; ὁ. g. Mark xv. 1, μετὰ τῶν πρεσβυτέρων καὶ γραμματέων (the 
latter without τῶν); and so Gol. ii. 8, 19. 2 Thess. iii, 2. Rom, i. 20. Phil. ii, 
17, et swpe alibi; see Winer's N. Test. Gramm. § xviii. 3—5. (2) The article 
is often inserted, where cach noun indicates ἃ separate subject; ὁ, g. Mark ii. 
16, οἱ γραμματεῖς καὶ of φαρισαῖοι" so Luke viii. 24. xi. 39. 1 Thess. iii, 11. 
Phil. iii. 10, et alibi seepe; comp. Winer ut. sup. Of course, as usage is both 
ways, the omission of the article here can prove nothing. 

Nor will the context enable us to decide the point under consideration ; as 
there seems to be nothing in it which has a direct bearing on this point. We 
are left, therefore, to the simple nature of the case. What can be gathered from 
this? Lanswer, (a) That τοὺς κοπιῶντας is evidently a.generic (not a specific) 
term, and may indicate any kind of labour performed in behalf of the church. 
(δ) The words προϊσταμένους and νουθετοῦντας appear to be specific here, i. e. 
to designate particular (and probably different) classes of persons. ‘The most 
probable interpretation then is, that προϊσταμένους and νουθετοῦντας desig- 
nate the specific classes, comprehended under the genus κοπιῶντας. ‘This being 
admitted, (and certainly no one will say this is an improbable exegesis), it 
would seem altogether probable, that προϊσταμένους here has the like sense as 
in Rom. xii. 8, viz. those who applied themselves to the external temporal busi- 
ness or concerns of the church, while νουθετοῦντας designates all the various 
kinds of teachers. The exhortation of the apostle then is, to regard with kindly 
feelings, those who laboured in any respect, whether temporal or spiritual, for 
the good of the church. This determines nothing, therefore, against our inter- 
pretation of 6 προϊστάμενος in Rom. xii. 8. 

From what has now been said, it is easy to explain 1 Tim. v. 17, “ Let the 
elders καλῶς προεστῶτες, managing well [the concerns of the church], be ac- 
counted worthy of double honour [i. 6. of ample maintenance], specially those 
who labour in word and doctrine.” There were then two kinds of elders, or (to 
speak more accurately) there were two departments in which the πρεσβύτεροι 
might labour; they might be προεστῶτες, i. 6. standing over, taking care of, 
serving the temporal concerns and business, &c., of the church; or they might 
be specially devoted to preaching and teaching, λόγῳ καὶ διδασκαλίᾳ" or per- 
haps this latter means, that they might peeform the duties of a προεστώς, and 
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love, kindly affectionate one toward another. Τῇ φιλαδελφίᾳ is the 
Dative of relation; i.e, in connexion with adjectives or verbs, the 
Dative is used where the question arises, wherein, or in respect to 
what? which for convenience’ sake may be called the Dative of relation, 
So often in the New Testament; e.g. γωθροὶ ταῖς ἀκοαῖς, Heb. v. 11; 
ἀγνοούμενος τῷ προσώπῳ, Gal. 1. 39: 80 Matt. xi. 29, Heb. xii. 3. 
Eph. iv. 18, et seepe alibi, Φιλόστοργοι means affectionate, in such a 
manner as one is toward his own near relatives; στοργή meaning 
natural affection. 

Τῇ τιμῇ, ἀλλήλους προηγούμενοι, im respect to honour, anticipating 
each other ; i, e. let each one, in paying the proper tribute of respect 
to others, strive to anticipate his Christian brother, Προηγέομαι 
means, to take the lead, to go before, to set the ewample. The meaning 
is, that so far from being averse to pay that respect which is due 
to others, each should strive to excel the other in the performance 
of this duty, Christianity, therefore, is so far from banishing all 
civility and good manners from society, that it enjoins the greatest 
attention to this subject. 

(11) Τῇ σπουδῇ, μὴ ὀκνηροί, as to diligence, not remiss. Τῇ σπουδῇ 
is evidently the same Dative of relation as before, Σπουδῇ here 
seems to be taken in the general sense; and so the passage accords 
with Ece. ix. 10; “ Whatsoever thy hand findeth to do, do it with thy 
might.” So the next phrase explains the whole expression, by pre= 
senting the antithesis of it, viz, τῷ πνεύματι ζέοντες, ferventes animo, 
warmly engaged (as we say), fervid, active in serious earnest; comp. 
Acts xviii. 25, where the same expression is used to designate the 
fervid spirit of Apollos.—Some apply τῷ πνεύματι here to the Divine 
Spirit ; but I think without any good reason, 

Τῷ κυρίῳ δουλεύοντες, (which Griesbach reads τῷ καιρῷ δουλεύοντες), 
is supported by the more important testiniony of external witnesses. 
Griesbach has rejected it on the ground, that ὁ the less usual reading 
is to be preferred; a ground which, to say the least, has many 
slippery places. Knapp, Morus, Bengel, and Beza, preserve κυρίῳ, 
and I think with good reason. I take the whole expression to 
mean, that all our diligence is to be consecrated to God, to be made 
subservient to the cause of Christ. That cupiy here means the Lord 
Christ, the usus loquendi of Paul leaves no good room to doubt. 
Inasmuch as δουλεύω governs the Dative, we need not insist here on 
the Dative of relation. But in fact, all of the Datives in this whole 
paragraph are of this nature ; so that exactly rendered it would be, as 
to the Lord, obedient, engaged in his service. 
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(12) Τῇ ἐλπίδι, χαίροντες, as to hope, joyful; i.e. rejoicing in 
the blessed hope of glory which the gospel inspires; and this, amid 
all the troubles and sorrows of [1{6.--- Τῇ θλίψει, ὑπομένοντες, as to 
affliction, patiently enduring; i.e. since you are animated with a 
joyful hope, you may well be called upon to endure the troubles and 
sorrows of life with patience. Bretschneider, not adverting to the 
fact that all the Datives here are those of relation, has noticed that 
ὑπομένω here governs the Dative, “ quod prorsus insolens est,” Lex. 
sub ὑπομένω. It is indeed prorsus insolens ; or rather, it is not at all; 
for θλίψει is not governed by ὑπομένοντες, and should be separated from 
it by a comma, like the example above, τῇ φιλαδελφίᾳ, . . . . φιλόστοργοι. 
This example of τῇ θλίψει ὑπομένοντες, I may add, sufficiently confirms 
what is said above, respecting the Dative of relation in this whvle 
_ paragraph. 

Τῇ προσενχῇ προσκαρτεροῦντες, as to prayer, be persevering ; i.e. 
the way to maintain a joyful hope, and to be patient under afflictions, 
is to cherish the spirit of prayer and to live near to God. 

(13) Ταῖς . . .. κοινωνοῦντες, in respect to the wants of the saints, 
be communicative ; i.e. be ready to impart, be liberal, be free to give. 
With all these participles, ἔστε is implied. While Christians were to 
be kind towards all others, they were to be specially so towards their 
brethren of the church.—Tyy φιλοξενίαν διώκοντες, readily practising 
hospitality. Here the construction is changed, and the Accusative 
after διώκοντες is employed. Comp. 1 Tim. v.10. Heb. xiii. 2. 
1 Pet. iv.9. 8 John, vs.5—8. Ina particular manner was this virtue 
necessary, in the primitive times, when Christian teachers had no 
regular support, and when the missionaries of the cross were labouring 
to diffuse the knowledge of salvation. 

(14) Εὐλογεῖτε .. . . καταρᾶσθε, bless those who persecute you, bless 
and curse not. Comp. Matt. v. 44. Luke vi. 28. 

(15) Χαέρειν . . .. κλαιόντων, rejoice with those who rejoice, and 
weep with those who weep; i.e. sympathize with your fellow Christians, 
both in joy and gricf; shew that you enter with feeling into the 
consideration of their joys and sorrows, so as to be glad when they 
are glad, and sorrowful when they are in heaviness. The Infinitive 
χαίρειν, κλαίειν, stands (as frequently in the Greck classics) for the 
Imperative. Strictly speaking, det is understood in such cases, q. d. 
you must rejoice—weep, ἅς. 

(16) To αὐτὸ εἰς ἀλλήλους φρονοῦντες, sc. ἔστε, mutually think the 
same thing, i.e. be agreed in your opinions and views. Whether 
this relates to matters that concerned spiritual or temporal affairs, 
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the words themselves do not shew; but the nature of the case would 
seem to indicate, that the expression is designed to have a general 
bearing on all their concerns and articles of belief. Origen, 'Theodoret, 
Chrysostom, and Ambrose, have interpreted the passage as meaning: 
‘Enter into each other's circumstances, in order to see how you 
would yourself feel;’ and so it parallelizes with the preceding ex- 
pression. But the usus loquendi of Paul does not seem to admit of 
this exposition ; comp. 2 Cor. xiii. 11. Phil. ii. 2; comp. Rom. xv. 14. 
Εἷς ἀλλήλους is not, indeed, the usual mode of expression in the 
New Testament, but ἐν ἀλλήλοις ; comp. Mark ix. 50, John xiii. 35. 
Rom. xv. 5. But the exchange of εἰς with the Accusative and ἐν 
with the Dative, in the New Testament (and indeed elsewhere), is very 
frequent. 

Μὴ τὰ «««. συναπαγόμενοι, mind not high things, but be led away 
by humble ones. So, literally, must I translate the words. The senti- 
ment is: ‘Shun pride, and cultivate humility.’ That ἀλλὰ rote 
ταπείνοις, k.r-d., is the antithesis of rd ὑψηλαὶ, c.r.A., seems to me 
very obvious. Of course I must construe ταπείνοις as being in 
the neuter gender, as ὑψηλά evidently is. But Koppe, Schleusner, 
and Stolz, construe ταπείνοις as being of the masculine gender, and 
represent the sentiment of the phrase to be: ‘ Suffer yourselves to be 
led away, viz., to the judgment seat of magistrates, with the despised 
Christians,’ Others, viz. Grotius, Limborch, C. Schmidt, &c., construe 
it thus: ‘Suffer yourselves to be led away by the humble, ive. 
conform to them.’ This agrees in sentiment with the above exposition ; 
but it has the disadvantage of sacrificing the direct antithesis of the 
words ὑψηλά and ταπείνοις.--- Συναπάγομαι is commonly used in a bad 
sense, viz. to suffer one’s self to be led away by temptation, &c. ; 
see Gal. ii, 13. 2 Pet. iii, 17. But here it seems to have the generic 
sense only, fo be led away. Such a sense does Passow assign to the 
word, viz. mitfiihren. We may translate ad sensum: Be influenced by 
humble things. 

Mi) .... ἑαυτοῖς, be not wise in your own conceit; i.e. do not, 
trusting in your own superior skill and understanding, refuse to confer 
with others, or to hearken to their suggestions; a subject intimately 
connected with the preceding one. 

(17) Μηδενὶ « «ον ἀποδιδόντες, not rendering evil for evil; comp. 
1 Pet. iii, 9. Matt. ν, 43—48. This is, no doubt, one of the most 
difficult of all the precepts which the gospel enjoins; I mean, one which 
most thwarts our natural inclinations and desires. ‘The natural man 
receiveth not the things of the Spirit."—IIpovootpevor . . . . ἀνθρώπων, 
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We come to the full conclusion, then, that the sentiment of δότε 
τόπον τῇ ὀργῇ here is: ‘Give up the retribution of yourself for evil 
done to you; leave your enemy to the righteous displeasure of God ; 
seek not to avenge yourselves, for this belongs not to you, but to God.’ 
So the sequel : 

"Epol. « « « κύριος, retribution is mine, I will make it, saith the Lord ; 
or, vengeance is mine, I will render it, saith the Lord. The passage is 
taken from Deut, xxxii. 35, ὈΡΘῊΝ 072%. Λέγει κύριος are the 
apostle’s own words, for they are not in the Hebrew. The meaning is: 
* God will render righteous judgment or retribution for acts of wicked- 
ness; Christians are not to claim for themselves the doing of that 
which it his sovereign prerogative to do.’ 

(20) "Edy of... αὐτόν, if thine enemy hunger, feed him ; if he 
thirst, give him drink. Food and drink here stand as a part for the 
whole, and signify our obligation to meet an enemy with beneficence or 
kindness. The meaning is ; ‘ Do good to thine enemy, instead of evil ; 
shew him kindness, instead of taking revenge.’ 

Τοῦτο yap... . αὐτοῦ, for in so doing, thou shalt heap coals of fire on 
his head. Thisis quoted from Prov. xxv. 21,22. In Ps. xviii. 8, 12, 18, 
ἘΛΌΓΙΣ, coals of fire are emblematical of consuming or destruction. 
The Arabians say, he roasted my heart, or he kindled a fire in my heart, 
to designate the idea of giving or inflicting pain. So in 4 Ezra xvi. 54, 
“Coals of fire shall burn on the head of him, who denies that he 
has sinned against God.” There can be no doubt, then, that pain 
is meant to be designated by this expression. But is it the pain of 
shame or contrition for misconduct, or that of punishment? More 
probably the former here; for so ver. 21 would almost necessarily 
lead us to conclude. It is a noble sentiment when thus understood. 
‘ Take not revenge,’ says the apostl vercome your adversary with 
kindness and beneficence, ‘These will bring him to shame and sorrow 
for his misconduct.’ 

(21) Μὴ νικῶ « «ον τὸ κακόν, be not overcome by evil, but overcome 

. evil with good ; i.e. be not led to the indulgence of spirit of revenge 
on account of injuries ; but subdue the evil temper which leads to the 
infliction of injury, by beneficence and kindness. 


Ἰ 
af 
5} 
ΕΗ 
ἢ ἢ 
1 
| 
i] 
Ϊ 
1 
tL 


tt 


wes Ἰδὲ τὶ <8 SET. wD Wolpert Sere ese 


ia: 
i 
fue 
"εἶ 
iW 
4 
ε 
1 
i 
“ 
Hy 


᾿ 
! 
ἣν 
Fy 


᾿ 
, 
| 


: 
ἱ 
͵ 
i 
F 
ΐ 
, 


i me Coe “acu. Se πὰς acre 
a omer castes, ce Dams wo τῶ ing 8 αὶ owe κα΄ 
SOGFP χστι 2K TIO Tore 2 στα Dee. | ce 
Brel Ter SEMIS ΕΞ Ἐμητισόνναι Ser 1) WEES Seve tee 
“--".. ΤῊΣ SOR IT Sor ἄπ χεετυς Ga le worsgeers of 
aa tone, Se Swe Se SM es Sformy permet a seer Ἐὰν aes 
fae tee ἢ ταῦτα τ: Se ΠῚ ὦ Geese 5 De es et πυοσντε op 
nentievaoe. Tact crite. See. τὸς mB OS mmm. Ἰν ΕΣ somes ἢ» Dest svi 
ὩΦ DM ak ay Wee 4 om Goer eee tee whe De “uri =~ Gua chal 
Ὡ owe im mene ov ores. Stat ue wt mm wer mee. sane meee 
ws wl ἃ arg πὺξ tee ΤΣ set ow gece” OW iliey αιχενρεζοωσι 39 the 
Reva. ue. WI πὶ oe νὰ Se elem Ὁ Tus mumcam of ἘΝ χα Hea 
πη wnt te Paro 11 meat BRL SUE TURES “Sued “bese for 
Banc ar om “sme ἸῺ γτισες ae Leman sewer n Pause ami ewes B 
vier ne, Wie? Se Ue Oe ων τοῦ Qe am] s-wave 
wean fens 

Bea τσ λα taseet war rom cle ose sammy 3 δας wf see Chee 
(ana. eo cya ier. ur Gat τος, Ost Semen es at mm τὲ ul Seem incites ond 
eeu Cscsnanic nimi den Dt χα SCREOKUD. BW Tart, mew privi- 
eras wea cue σὰ iluw-—crorse Cua σε Sem Ieee any regard 
τ» warsen craenamp "ic was IaCiru Ὁ més [Us wuEscam. aad δῶσαν all, o oes 
oe? i mh anes Se leaden nese we wel ἐγυασχ ἋΣ be Soscle ip thar 
Seng: πσιρί Crcerns. wd ence. = ae Stmnys τς πσαμον were required τὸ 
pom wy .& rather απ wer he τ maya. 

J: 0 ey we al Wide Sige τουτὶ Sage Sere wes creat dearer char private 
Car.aate, natogret ἢ mew sex sectate Taews τὸ wwachen eupersticon, amd ὃν a 
wre 00.2.0} Ὁ wet ees WRere Ξε wets caled apca Ἢ rencemere obedience te 
‘tO TAY AIA. Went ἢ Eames τ Saag πτιοισ τ. ἘΞῸΣ ἘΣ go toe Gar on jeascifving a 
{6 ek weowentnaet "2 he ov. power. Peal ΕΞ a deep sobernade in regard 


Ἢ 


(1, @ OT? Bhat Bae OTe eoccopassed with many Cthealues. For on the 
(Ae hath 6° wee bear cat in wees cates LS itsell was τὸ Se sacniiced, rather thas 


tn thay the δεν} ναόν, and the apace himself was a mos: eminent pattern of hi 
atl Why intoperndonee, in canes of this nature. On the other, private indivi 

with all thers ρμτεμμῆμ σα and scorn A heathenism, mizh: greatly abuse the proper 
"εν A α Christian, and extend it to things to which Chrisuanity dod nox allow 
thes tr extend it. 


CONTENTS OF ROM. XIII. 1—14. 467 


‘That there was a disposition todo so among the Christians at Rome, seems evident 
fom the net oh eee ee ere are salutary forthe church fa al 
Ὁ but they were peculiarly needed in the 

τα would oly, that the Cxtenalan of the princs 80 as 
to make them imply implicit subjection to the 
where he enjoins what ee forbidden, would be a gross violation of the 
true principles of Christianity, w 

rather than man.” The ay himself was a most eminent example of 


a8 
the Roman was, to submit even when they. suffer oppress mine; tan te zayett 08 Bt 
seditious, Under an elective government like our own, it is their duty to assist in 
displacing wicked rulers, and to do this quietly and orderly, in the way which the law 
has pointed out. But under such a government as the Roman, where the citizen 
has no elective franchise, there is no remedy, (after appeal to the reason of 
the magistrate, such as Justin, Tertullian, and others made), but to suffer, in ease 
of oppression, committing our cause to God, and appealing to him to vindicate the 
oppressed. 

‘othing can be plainer, than that the subjection urged in chap. xili., cannot be 
extended ta eaten hepa the crxittasion οἵ a saerah agi dependent aie μὲ 
exception of this, the principles here enjoined are altogether of such a nature as our 
holy religion demands. Certainly these do not demand, that we should any 
remedy for evils of a civil nature, which 


by a to the publi 
But where the government i despotic, and there is πὸ remedy Dut reblln, anf 
may be a lous and bloody measure, it is better to suffer, than to excite tumult. 
So thought Paul, comp. Tit. iii. 1; and so did Peter teach, 1 Pet. ii. 13,17. But let 
not the advocates of despotic power subjection in cases where the gospel will 
not allow it, under cover of the general expressions here used. Every precept of 
this nature is to be interpreted, with a proper to the time and circumstances 
‘in which it was uttered. What these were in case before us, we have seen. 
What the example of the apostle and the Saviour himself was, we know. We know 


‘oppress another ; admits of no “Jew or Greek, Barbarian or Scythian, bond or 
free ;" for it teaches that “ all are one in Christ Jesus.” It teaches true equality of 
rights, true spiritual and civil freedom, It does not, indeed, abolish all dit 
among men; nor does it abolish civil governments. Far from this; but then it 
decides, in its very nature, that all governments, and all civil orders and distinctions, 
should be only for the public good, It admits no divine right of one man to be lord over 
another; it is at open ΟΣ lpia κα ρον μργοςοὺς ffirioabee nt bag 
and oppression. univé good, rights, aceful state of man, 
the otpeck ab which it aims; and whatever Strceadilenth theese taconee itible 
with the fundamental principles of the great ‘law of liberty and love.” 

But all this may be allowed, (and contradicted it cannot be with reason), and yet 
‘it may be true at the same time, that Christiams, situated as the Romans were in 
Paul's time, are required to yield peaceful submission to magistrates, whether Chris- 
tian or heathen, in all thing’ where the command of God does not directly forbid it. 
What the world ought to be, what it would be if oll men were Christians indeed, is 
one thing; what the world is, and what is the present duty of Christians in such 
circumstances, is another and different thing. 

In a word, the piri of the: precepta ia om, xilic ie to be regarded as ἃ rule foc 
all ages and nations, so long as circumstances shall be like those which then existed. 
‘And even when these circumstances alter, and magistrates become really Christian, 
it must then be true more eminent degree, that quiet and peaceful obedience 
in all lawful things, will be a duty, ᾿ 
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τ “ὗε. ane ow Sr cOetemes was a duty. viz. seach relers as protect 
the good. and repress τὸν ew: and while they do this. there can be no 
Guestion 245 to the dusy of 2Deving cem. Bat suppose the reverse, 
j. ¢. suppose that they protect evil domgs, and forbed gocd works: then 
Paul's own conduct shews what other Christians ought to do.— Φοχρδος 
here is abstract for concrete, i. e. φοιδος for Φαμεροι. 

Θέλεις ἐε .... ἐξουσίαν; and wilt thou not fear the maegistracy ’ 
That ity since the ruler is terrible to evil doers, wilt thoa not be afraid 
ts do evil ?—To ἀγαθον .... αὑτῆς, do good, and thou shalt hare praise 
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for it; i, e. yield obedience to the civil power, and you shall obtain from 
it the commendation of being a peaceful and obedient citizen. © 

(4) Θεοῦ yap .... ἀγαθόν, for it is an instrument in the hands of 
God, to promote thy good. That is, civil government is of divine ap~ 
pointment, and it is designed to be an instrument of good to those who 
do well. Σοὶ εἰς τὸ ἀγαθόν, for thy good, where σοί is the Dativus com- 
modi. 

“Ἐὰν δὲ... φοβοῦ, but if thou doest evil, fear ; i.e. if thou art refrac~ 
tory and disobedient to the civil magistracy, thou hast reason to fear the 
consequences.—Ob γὰρ... πράσσοντι, for he beareth the sword not in 
vain; but he is God's minister, punishing the evil-doer, The sword is 
here the emblem of punishment. Θεοῦ διάκονος, a minister or instrument 
of God's appointment, or one whom his providence has raised up or 
permitted to exist. “Exduoc εἰς ὀργήν, ewercens judicium ad poenam, 
judging, condemning to punishment.—T πράσσοντι, the Dative of “ the 
person to or for whom any thing is, or is done.” 

(5) Au... συνείδησιν, therefore we ought to yield subjection, not only 
because of punishment, but also for conscience’ sake ; i.e. we should do 
our duty not merely in order to shun the evils of a different course, but 
we ought to do it from a conscientious regard to the obligation under 
which we are. 

(6) Διὰ τοῦτο .... τελεῖτε, on this aceount, we should also pay tribute. 
Διὰ τοῦτο, i. δ. for the sake of conscience, as well as to avoid civil penal- 
ties. Γάρ illustrantis, standing in a clause added for the sake of further 
illustrating and confirming the subject under consideration. Καί, also, 
denoting not only an additional circumstance, but also being affirmative, 
καὶ φόρους τελεῖτε, ye should even pay tribute, or ye should pay tribute 
as well as yield obedience in other things. 

Λειτουργοὶ .... προσκαρτεροῦντες, for they are mintsters of God, who 
altend to this matter ; i.e. they are God’s ministers or instruments, in the 
same sense as the magistracy above mentioned. God, who has ordained 
that there should be a civil magistracy, has also ordained, as a means 
of supporting it, that there should be fribute, custom, taxes. Let the 
Christian pay these cheerfully ; and even when they are oppressive, let 
him submit on the same ground as he does to other evils, i.e. until a 
proper and lawful remedy for them can be found. 

(7) ᾿Απόδοτεν κ, το λὲν render to all men what is due on the ground of 
these precepts.—@dpoy means properly, ἃ ta:, either on persons, or on 
land; or rather, in the) present case, both of these together. Τέλος 
answers to our present term custom, i. 6. a tax on goods, wares, mer- 
chandize, &e. In respect to φόβον, comp. ver. 4 above. ‘The meaning 
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of love. By committing any one of the crimes here named, a man sins 
against the good of his neighbour, and therefore against the precept 
which requires him to love his neighbour as himself—O’ ψενδομαρτν- 
ρήσεις is of doubtful authority, or rather, it is probably adjectitious, It 
is not important to the general meaning of the passage, whether it be 
inserted or omitted.—Kat εἴ τίς is not meant to express a doubt whether 
there be any other commandment, but only to say: ‘ Whatever other 
commandment there may be,’ viz. whatever command respecting our 
relative duties. 

Ἐν τούτῳ τῷ λόγῳ, in this saying or declaration.—'Ey τῷ, viz. ἐν τῷ 
λόγῳ, i.e. in the declaration which follows,—'Ayamrjeeic, κ, τ, Δ. seems 
to be quoted from Lev. xix. 18, 02 ΡΤ AIA, thou shalt love 
thy neighbour as thyself. In this one sentence, the apostle affirms the 
whole essence of the moral law to be contained; and it is indeed so, 
Suppose now that every man on earth, really and truly and as highly, 
regarded his neighbour's happiness as his own; all injustice, fraud, 
oppression, and injury of every kind, would at once cease, and a univer- 
sal fulfilment of our obligation to others would be the consequence.— 
Πλήσιον is itself an adverb; but it is here employed as an indeclinable 
noun in the Acc. case, and having the masc. article before it. So the 
Greeks frequently employ adverbs. 

(10) Ἢ ἀγάπη .... ἡ ἀγάπη, love worketh no ill to its neighbour ; 
love then is the fulfilling of the law. That is, he who loves his neigh- 
bour as himself, will designedly do him no harm or injury. Πλήρωμα 
seems here to be of the same meaning as πλήρωσις" and so in Gal, ἵν. 4. 
Eph. i. 10. So Philo de Abr. p.387, πλήρωμα τοῦ χρόνου" 80 πλήρωσις 
τῶν ἡμέρων, Ezek. ν. 3. Dan. x.3, The fulfilling of the law is the 
completing what the law demands, the filling up the measure of its 
requisitions. The meaning plainly is, the fulfilling of the law which 
has respect to our relative duties; comp. Gal. v. 14. James ii. 8. 
Matt. xxii. 39,40. 1Tim.i.5. What the apostle designs to teach, is: 
* Love, such as the law demands, will lead us always to seek our neigh- 
bour’s good, and so to be always paying the debt of benevolence, yet 
never paying it off.” 

(11) Καὶ τοῦτο, i.e. καὶ τοῦτο ποιεῖτε, do this, viz. all which he had 
been exhorting them to do. Kai τοῦτο is explained by Theodoret as 
meaning, καὶ μάλιστα" which gives the sense very well. 

Εἰδότες τὸν καιρόν, considering the time, or taking cognizance of the 
time ; comp. ἤδειν in Acts xxiii. 5. Καιρόν L understand to mean, the 
gospel-time which had already come. ‘The apostle considers the com- 
mencement of this, which had already taken place, as the beginning of a 
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glorious day, the dawning of the Sun of righteousness with healing in his 
beams. A state of sin and ignorance, is a state of darkness; and out 
of such a state Christians are brought, that they may see the light; 
comp. Eph. v. 8, 11. John iii. 19—21. 1 Pet. 1.9. ᾿ 

“Ort ὥρα .... ἐπιστεύσαμεν, that ἐξ is now time to awake out of sleep, 
for now is our salvation nearer than when we believed. That is, the 
commencement of the Christian dispensation, and the beginning of light 
in your own souls, call for corresponding efforts and activity. The 
image of awaking out of sleep is often used, in order to designate the 
rousing up from a state of comparative inaction, to one of strenuous 
effort; comp. Eph. v. 14. 1 Cor. xv. 84. 1 Thess. v. 6. 

But what is the σωτηρία, which is nearer than when Christians at 
Rome first believed? Tholuck, and most of the late commentators 
in Germany, suppose that the apostle expected the speedy advent of 
Christ upon earth a second time, when the day of glory to the church 
would commence. Accordingly, they represent him, here and else- 
where, as exhorting Christians to be on the alert, constantly expecting 
the approach of such a day. In support of this view, Tholuck appeals 
to Phil.iv.5. 1 Thess. v. 2,6. Rev. xxii.12. Such views, and such 
a mode of representation, seem at present to be widely diffused in 
Germany, and to be held even by those who are strenuous defenders 
of the inspiration of the apostles. But how the words of the apostles, 
when thus construed, can be made consistent with themselves, (not to 
speak of other difficulties arising from the consideration that they were 
inspired), is more than I am able to see. The very passage referred to, 
in the first epistle to the church at Thessalonica, was understood by the 
Thessalonians in the same manner as Tholuck and others understand it ; 
but this interpretation was formally and strenuously corrected in 
2 Thess. ii. Is it not enough that Paul has explained his own words? 
Who can safely venture to give them a meaning different from what he 
gives ?—Then as to Rev. xxii. 12; how is it possible, that the writer, 
who had just made an end of predicting a long series of events, that 
should happen before the day of glory, one of which is to occupy a 
thousand years, can be supposed to have believed that all this was to 
take place during that very generation in which he lived? 

I only add here, (for this is not the place to enter into a long dis- 
cussion), that it 18 incredible that the apostles, if enlightened by super- 
natural influence, should not have been taught better than to lead the 
whole Christian church to a vain and false hope about the appearance 
of Christ; which, when frustrated by time and experience, would lead 
of course to general distrust in all their declarations and hopes. As 
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the usus loquendi does not demand such an exegesis, (see in Flattii 
Opuscula, Diss. de παρουσίᾳ κυρίου); as the nature of the apostle’s 
knowledge and mission does not allow it; and as Paul has expressly 
contradicted it in 2 Thess, ii.; so I cannot admit it here, without 
obtaining different views from those which I am now constrained to 
entertain. 

I must, therefore, refer σωτηρία to the spiritual salvation which be- 
lievers were to experience, when transferred to the world of everlasting 
light and glory. And so construed, the exhortation of Paul amounts to 
this: ‘ Christian brethren, we have been brought out of darkness into 
marvellous light; let us act in a manner that corresponds with our 
condition. We are hastening to our retribution; every day brings us 
nearer to it; and in prospect of the reward which now almost appears 
in sight, as we approach the goal of human life, let us act with renewed 
effort as duty requires.’ So Chrysostom. 

(12) Ἡ vk... ἤγγικε, the night is advanced, the day is at hand; a 
repetition of a part of the idea contained in the preceding verse. Νύξ 
is the time of ignorance and darkness in which they had once been. 
The apostle says: ‘This is nearly gone,’ i.e. they had now. come 
as it were to the confines of eternal day, or of a more perfect know- 
ledge of divine things. It behoved them, therefore, to rouse up all 
their energies, and to act in a manner congruous with their condition 
and obligations. τ 

᾿Αποθώμεθα..... φωτός, let us put away then the works of darkness, 
and put on the armour of light; i.e. let us reject such things as we 
were accustomed to do while in a state of darkness; and let us arise to 
combat all our spiritual foes, by girding on the armour of light, that is, 
by living and acting in such a manner as becomes those who are the 
sons of light, 

(18) Ὡς... «. περιπατήσωμεν, let us walk in a becoming manner, as by 
day ; i.e. let us live as it becomes those who enjoy the light, to whom 
the path of duty is made plain, and on whom the eyes of men are fixed 
in order to watch their demeanor. Let us carefully guard against their 
being able to discern in us any matter of reproach, 

Μὴ κώμοις -... ζήλῳ, not in revelling and drunkenness, not in cham- 
bering and wantonness, not in strife and bitter envy. The apostle here 
mentions some of those sins, which were most usually committed during 
the night season. 

(14) ᾿Αλλ’... Χριστόν, but put ye on the Lord Jesus Christ ; ice, 
imitate him, which is the usual sense of the Greek ἐνδύσασθαί τινα" or 
perhaps it here means, like the Hebrew W3, to be filled with, and so the 
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idea is: Be filled with a Christian spirit, abound im it; “‘ let Christ 
dwell in you richly.”—Kai τῆς σαρκὸς .... ἐπιθυμέας, and make no pre- 
vision for the flesh, in respect to its lusts. Τῆς σαρκὸς πρόνοια» means, 
provision for the sake of the flesh, i.e. in order to gratify its lusts, as εἰς 
ἐπιθυμίας explains it. Such a latitude in regard to the use of the 
Genitive is illustrated by many examples in Winer’s Gramm. § 30. 2. 
So Rom. viii. 32, πρόβατα σφαγῆς, sheep destined for the slaughter ; 
comp. Phil. i. 22. John νυ. 29. vii. 35. Matt. iv. 15. x.5, ὅς. 


CHAP. XIV. 1—28. 


The apostle having given so many precepts for the sake of caution and restraint 
upon the Jewish part of the church at Rome, (on whom he doubtless had his eye 
when he was writing chap. xiii.) he now turns to the Gentile part, and gives them 
some salutary cautions with respect to their demeanour towards their’ J ish brethren. 
The Jews, at this time, cherished a deep abhorrence of idolatry; and every thing 
which pertained to idol-worship they avoided with great solicitude. It is no wonder, 
therefore, that we find among them, even when transplanted into the Christian 
church, men who abstained from all flesh, lest they should eat that which had been 
offered to idols. It is to be remembered, that (holocausts excepted) only a part of the 
flesh of slain beasts was consumed by fire ; the rest was reserved for the priests, or 
the offerer, and frequently came to the market for sale. Now a man who ate meats 
without distinction, that had been obtained at the market, might eat that which had 
been offered to idols. The Jew shuddered at this, lest he should be defiled ; and the 
Christian Jew could not, at once, divest himself of such a feeling. 

Clement of Alexandria and Augustine, however, interpret the chapter before δὲ 
as having reference only to scrupulousness about meat that had actually been offered 
to idols, and not meat in general. But ver. 2 seems to make against this opinion. 
Accordingly, Chrysostom, Origen, Theodoret, Jerome, and most modern commen- 
tators suppose, that the scrupulousness in question extended to all kinds of meat, or 
at least to all which was sold in the public markets. A comparison of the 
chapter with 1 Cor. viii., would seem to afford confirmation of this opinion. It would 
also seem to establish the idea, that the scruples in question (about the eating of 
meat) arose from the circumstance, that meats which had been presented at the 
temples of idols, often came into the markets for sale (1 Cor. x. 25—28), and in con- 
sequence of this, it was so difficult to distinguish la meats from unlawful ones, 
that it was a duty rather to forego the use of meats, than to incur the danger of 
eating those which were polluted. 

In regard to this last point, however, no less critics than Koppe and Eichhora 
have maintained, that the Christians whom Paul has in view here, were a species of 
Essenes, such as the Greeks called ἀσκῆται, ascetics, 1. 6. those who practised peculiar 
self-denial as to food and drink, and subjected themselves to various penances and 
mortifications of the flesh, in order that they might attain to a more pure and 
elevated state of devotion and piety. That a sect of this nature, viz. the Essenes, 
existed among the Jews at this time, is well known from the testimonies of Phile 
and Josephus. But besides the Essenes, there were others among the Jews who 
practised abstinence from meat. Josephus speaks of one Banus who lived in soli- 
tude on fruits and plants, and with whom he spent three years, living in the like 
manner. So also he mentions priests, who were accused of some slight fault ia 
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like course of life with regard to food. Similar to these classes of men, in respect 
to their mode of sustenance, are some Christians mentioned LA ae (cont. Celsum, 
V. 48), ἐπ lived in his time. So in Canones Apostol. (L.), like class of men is 
mention 

But although it is plain that there were classes of men, at the time when the 
apostle wrote, who practised the ascetic mode of life which Rom. xiv. contemy : 
yet it does not seem probable that such ascetics as have just been mentioned, were 
the ones whom the aj le here intends to describe. Every one who reads the 
history of ascetics of this class, knows, that in every country where they have made 
their appearance, they have usually obtained for themselves great credit and influ- 
ence, on the ground of their supposed extraordinary sanctity. As was very natural, 
they took to themselves great credit on this account, and looked down with pity oF 
Contempt on those, who declined to pure the course of self-denial which they 

Of course, we should expect the apostle, if he were here addressing men 

of this class, to attack their pride and vain glory, as he does very strenuously in 
Col. ii, 21—23. But instead of this, we find ascetic Barty here to be the one 
which needs defending. It is the others who look down wit! 
on them, and who are prone to treat them with some dagree of seor ot neglect on 
account of their weakness or superstition; and thé the apostle chides the 
others, and exhorts them to a dif it demeanour. It is more probable, then, that _ 
the whole difficulty in question was one which arose from Jewish νεὸς τ about 
meats and drinks offered to idols, in which the Jewish Christians δεν that they 
could not partake, except at the expense of associating themselves with the wor 


of idols 
is is satisfactorily confirmed by ver. 5, which speaks of the distinction that these 
same persons made between days, out of respect to the laws of Moses and the cus- 
toms of the Jews; comp. Col. ii. 16, We cannot reasonably doubt, therefore, that 
post heck evening i still cherished the feelings 
and views which they had entertained before their conversion, in regard to the ds- 
tinction of meats and drinks, and the observance of fast and feast days. ‘The Gentile 
part of the church would naturally feel no scruple in respect to such matters; and it 
would not be unnatural for them to look, first with wonder, and afterwards with 
disdain, on the serupulousness of their Jewish brethren respecting such external 
ordinances. It is easy to see, that the of the church would thus become 
endangered. And in order to prevent this, the apostle throws his shield over his 
brethren in a weaker state of belief, and insists upon it that others shall deal very 
tenderly and affectionately with scruples of such a nature, and not condemn or 
despise those who entertained them. ‘This he could insist on with the more urgency, 
because th 


of su 
regard to 


(1) Tov... πέστει, him that is weak in his belief ; i.e. him who is 
not yet fully convinced or enlightened in regard to the true extent of 
Christian liberty, which pays little regard to ordinances of a mere 
external and physical nature, The article τῇ here is equivalent to the 
pronoun his ; which is often the case elsewhere ; or τῇ may be construed 

πη 
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as referring to Christian belief or persuasion. Πέστις does not here 
mean saring faith, faith τὰ God, τὰ an appropriate and peculiar sense; 
but belief or persuasion in the more general sense of that term ; comp. 
1 Cor. viii. 11, 12.— Προσλαμβάνεσθε, receice with kindness, admit ts 
your society or friendship ; so the verb προσλαμίβάνομαε is used in the 
New Testament. It means literally to take to ome's self ; and so it is 
applied to taking a companion, Acts xvii. 5; to receiving into one’s 
house as a guest ora friend, Acts xviii. 26. xxviii. 2. Philem. vs. 19, 17. 
Hence, in a sense somewhat more general, to receire kindly ; comp. 
Rom. xiv. 3. xv. 7. Calov objects here against his Lutheran brethren, 
for employing this text to prove that Calvinists should be treated with 
lenity. He says that 2 John ver. 10. is the proper rule to be applied to 
them ! 

Μὴ εἰς ξιακρίσεις ἐιαλογισμῶν, not so as to increase his scruples of 
conscience, or his doubting thoughts; i.e. do not take such a course 
with him, as will offend and wound his tender conscience, and be a 
stumbling block to him; do not make him so revolt from your belief, 
by shewing contempt of his, as will mvolve him m still more doubt and 
difficulty. So I understand this difficult phrase. Διακρέσεες, scruples, 
doubts ; διαλογισμῶν, of the thoughts, i.e. of the mind. Eile indicates 
the object or end or tendency of a thing. ‘ Do not act in such a manner 
as will have a tendency to promote, rather than allay, scruples about 
meats, days,’ &c. 

(2) Ὃς μὲν .... πάντα, one believes that he may eat every thing. Mir 
here is a part of the peculiar Greek construction, by which one clause 
in a sentence is represented as corresponding to another of similar con- 
struction, which has δέ before it. So here ὃς péey....6 ἐξέ. It does 
not always admit of translation; and this is the case here. We have 
no particles in English, which make out just such a construction as μὲν 

«δέ. We may translate, one indeed .... but another; yet there 
seems to be nothing added to the sense of the English sentence here by 
indeed, unless we consider it as a concessive particle, thrown in to desig- 
nate what might be expressed by saying: Jt will be granted, ἐξ is true 
that, &c.—Tlavra agrees with βρώματα understood, comp. ver. 15, bat 
βρώμα is not confined merely to the sense of meat; it means any thing 
eatable, any food. Φαγεῖν is the second Aorist here, from the obsolete 
φάγω, but usually ranged, in the lexicons, under the root éoOiw. The 
circumflex accent shews it to be the second Aorist. 

Ὃ δὲ... ἐσθίει, but he who is weak, eateth herbs ; i.e. 6 ἀσθενῶν ἐν 
πίστει, comp. ver. 1, he who is scrupulous about distinction of meats, 
&c., refrains from meat sold in the markets lest he should eat that 
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which is offered to idols. He prefers to live on vegetables (λάχανα), 
rather than subject himself to this danger. υ 

(3) Ὁ ἐσθίων .... κρινέτω, let not him who eateth, despise him who 
eateth not ; nor him who eateth not, condemn him who eateth, Kal nor, 
like the Hebrew } before a second member of the sentence in which the 
first member has a negative particle. The English construction demands 
not.... nor, in order to render the sense of the Greek. Κρένειν, in 
the sense of condemn, is frequent in the New Testament; as any of the 
lexicons will shew. The sentiment is: ‘He who is freed from any 
scruples about distinction of meats, should not exercise an uncharitable 
and condemning spirit, towards him who still entertains such scruples.’ 
The reason is subjoined : 

Ὁ θεὸς .... προσελάβετυ, for God has accepted him, i, e. received him 
into his redeemed family, and admitted him to its privileges; comp. 
προσλαμβάνεσθε in ver. 1. 

(4) Σὺ ric... οἰκέτην ; Who art thou, that condemnest the servant 
of another? That is, such an ἀσθενῶν ἐν πίστει, being favourably 
accepted of God, and being his servant and not yours, how can you 
claim the right of exercising severity towards him, in respect to his 
scruples of conscience? Σύ is here properly the nominative absolute. 
It may be constructed as a nominative after el, but the other construction 
is the true one, It is like the Hebrew {397 OYA DyTT, [as to] God, 
his way is perfect. ; 

Τῷ ἰδίῳ. «ἐς πίπτει, by his own master he standeth or falleth. The 
word στήκει here, has afforded no small room for discussion among 
critics. But those who give it the sense of acting uprightly, and πίπτειν 
the sense of being delinquent, do not seem to me to consult the context, 
The apostle says to those who were freed from scruples about food : 
* Brethren, do not be severe in condemning those who differ from you 
in opinion with respect to this point. Yours is not the prerogative to 
judge in this case; it is God who will acquit or condemn; they are 
accountable to him only, in such a matter.’ Στήκω is not a classical 
word, but is formed, by the later Greek, from the Perfect ἕστηκα, the ἑ 
being dropped. Its meaning here is, to stand fast or firm in a secondary 
sense, i.e, to hold good one's place at a time of trial, to remain firm 
and secure. So Ps. i. 5, “The ungodly shall not stand in judgment ;” 
i.e. shall not be able to remain firm and safe. So the opposite term 
(πέπτει) would also lead us to judge. ΤῸ fall means, in this case, to be 
condemned, to be insecure, to be subjected to condemnation or punishment ; 
exactly as we say in English, of a man on trial for a crime, and con- 
demned, he was cast at the trial, he failed, ἔπεσι. The Dative τῷ ἰδίῳ 


τι ᾿ς 6 ee 


zee Σ 5 τ ES τ παι. ee ---. Oe es Cre 
an @rer- oom - Cs es eee ee Ὲ 
s τααῖεα 3 = ew wer Δ 5 See, 3 eee 9 oe 
ee ee τ “σαν τ τᾶν 5 ΧΡ 
tose : τὰ Soom See, δ wees σαν ey =e “3 
=r : π 2o0r a ἢ os Ter. 


mae =v. a @ ool ὦ see ὧν et 2 Νἷϑ 
ee ee ee ee a a ἋΣ ὋΣ ee γα θὰ" 


Σ weeewers πὸ wecr i mt 5 586 8 2 Ee oo ὙΝ 
ce Wr χὰ SPE Τ᾿ Soe SE. eee ee Se 


°F seer. δὲ Sees OF ee ee eee eee 
.- B τοῦτα. Soro eee Se Oo oo Be 
gece. τῖς pce: Soe ee ue SOS ee oes Ye 
san Wet : OSCR τσ τὸἢἪ ees ἘΠῚ OCLC ee. 
“cara, #265: oT mS Sr Me Tt .Σ. sow ££ Am τι" 


—pemeoit. € fe wm + we wees τὸ Bs ore eee} t 
ἐξ fen Ξε 2c Se Ξ Ὑϑαπσξ 0 ΣΕ ee oe Ὲ 
τε τῶι Reece oo eis oo ODS en OSL © BD oa ΣΡ 
Mae 2 OE ΟΣ Ree Oe ers Gore ἘΣ 
Seca ὙΩΣ ἐσ. 

ΜΈΣ Ἐπ Die MEE ἸΣ ΣΗΞΤΙ te ἈΣΟΉΝΗΣΑΣ, oo τα τρ’ oF 
Sere: ἕω. Wer WIE te τοῖα ee oe osm roeercm: £ 
Jae Te et mem 15 ΤΣ Σ Ew fscmrcet 
SUIMMATSTOS ἘΠῚ ove  Ξ wel enw. tt τἱ ἘΠ sary as 
oe ἘΠΙΠΞῚ 2 Oso we τὰ weewes Swe amt Lad: 
aoe. le ie στὸ Se Sw weet Suet. 3 2. che secesth 
fav τί τὸ wee. > enorme mer ce rccemumm Secs emt fen 
weermet τὸ τσ Mieuc τ samt i ἃ. Gat. if Set 


Wie Tt τοὐπὶ τᾶν τὸ ce wrt “QS. παδατιν. Bac τῶν oy 
Cirercans, τ wier a Sscmrcen coos rm se ἘΣ Sev :ῇὸ ae week. 


PA Wied Ses 16:1 Sue ss memes oweestic 1 Ce. xv 2 
Acta χα Τ. τῶ ῦῃλι ste ose ὥστ μα τῳ Lees: om . Rev. ᾿ ie 
(Fl cus femcon term Ἢ see ewraaees πὸ» worn of the 
“πα. ase. ΤΩΣ = wm very cacy τῶν eves & apoetos 
ines, a πυρετοῦ evidens Som compermar (ὦ = [ὦ and Rev. i 10. 


ROMANS XIV, 5—7. 479 


The question whether Rom. xiv. 5 has respect to the ἡμέρα κυρίον 
as well as the σάββατα of the Jews, is more difficult of decision 
than some may at first suppose; because there is nothing in the 
context, which furnishes any certain clue to the meaning of ἡμέρα 
here. But if we may venture to compare Col. ii, 16 and Gal. iv. 10 
with the passage here, (and it does seem to me that the two passages 
manifestly have relation to the same usages and prejudices in the 
church,) then we may draw the conclusion pretty clearly, that ἡμέρα 
here relates to days which the scruples of Jewish Christians deemed 
sacred, and has no relation to the ἡμέρα κυρίου which all agreed 
to keep holy. 

(6) Ὁ φρονῶν . .. . ob φρονεῖ, he who regards the day, regards it to 
[the honouring of] the Lord; and he who regards not the day, for 
[the honouring of] the Lord he doth not regard it. That is, he who 
makes the distinction in question between days, does so because he 
believes that God has required it, and he keeps such days sacred in 
order to honour him; but he who does not make these distinctions, 
refrains from doing it because he thinks that duty to God requires him 
to refrain, inasmuch as God does not require these days to be kept holy. 
Κυρίῳ is the Dativus commodi. 

Kai ὁ ἐσθίων .... θεῷ, likewise he who eats, eats [to the honouring 
of] the Lord, for he gives God thanks ; i.e. he who eats food without 
any scrupulous distinctions, does this with a regard to the commands of 
God, and is thankful to God for the blessings bestowed upon him, viz. 
the privilege of enjoying his food without the troublesome distinction of 
clean and unclean. 

Καὶ ὁ μὴ éodiuy.... θεῷ, and he who eats not, for [the honouring 
of] the Lord he eats not, and gives God thanks. That is, he refrains 
from certain kinds of food, from a design to obey the commands 
of God; and for the light which is imparted to him (as he supposes) 
with respect to making such a distinction in food, he is grateful, 
Flatt thinks this should be turned thus: ‘For the little which he 
does enjoy, he is thankful to God.’ But then, this little would be 
what he eats; whereas he who does not eat, is here represented as 
thankful—for what? Zhe not eating, must be the answer; and this, in 
the sense above given. 

(7) Οὐδεὶς γὰρ . . « « ζῇ, for none of us lives to himself ; i.e. none of 
us, who behaves as a Christian, can live only for his own pleasure, or 
to obey his own inclinations. I take it for granted, then, that those 
who make distinctions between food, and those who do not, aim to 
honour God by this, because they stand pledged to be entirely devoted 
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dominion was the principal object of Christ's death, but that this was a 
fruit or consequence of it, and indeed one of the ends which the Saviour 
had in view, because it is necessary for the accomplishment of his 
benevolent purposes. 

To be Lord of the dead and of the living, is that he should be supreme 
ruler over the present world and the world of spirits ; for the living and 
the dead make up all the human race. 

The supremacy of Christ, and his absolute property in all Christians, 
living or dead, is fully asserted and implied in vs. 6—9. 

(10) Σὺ δὲ .... ov; and thou, why dost thou condemn thy brother ? 
Σύ is the Nom. absolute, as in ver. 4 above. δὲ, and, too, also, 
“‘addit vim interrogationi ;” Bretschneider in Lex. Té κρένεις, why 
dost thou censure thy brother for his weak and scrupulous con- 
science? 

Ἢ καὶ od... σου, or thou, why dost thou too despise thy brother? 
Kai σύ is much the same as σὺ δὲ, σύ being again in the Nom. 
absolute. 700 despise here means, to regard with feelings of contempt 
brethren who have scrupulous consciences, to look upon them as 
inferior. 

Πάντες γὰρ Χριστοῦ, for we must all stand before the judgment-seat 
of Christ; i.e. such a brother is not amenable to you in a matter of 
this nature; Christ is his judge, who is the supreme judge of all. We 
must leaye such matters to him; but should feel, at the same time, 
that we are accountable for all that we do or say, in respect to our 
Christian brethren.—Iép is prefixed to a reason given, why we ought 
not to despise a Christian brother for his weak conscience, viz. the fact 
that he is accountable to Christ himself and not to us; as we also are 
accountable, for our demeanour toward him, 

(11) Γέγραπται γάρ, where γάρ is prefixed to a clause introduced 
in order to confirm what immediately precedes.—Zo ty... . θεῷ, 
as I live, saith the Lord, every knee shall bow to me, and every tongue 
shall confess to God; i.¢. all shall acknowledge subjection to me, 
and give to me an account of their actions; or, all are accountable to 
God as their supreme and final judge. The passage is quoted from 
Is. xlv, 23 (xlv. 23,24 Sept.), where the Hebrew for Ζῶ ἐγώ is 

WI YA, Sept. κατ᾽ ἐμαυτοῦ ὀμνύω, by myself do I swear. The 
Za ἐγώ of the apostle is equivalent to the ‘28 ὙΠ of the Hebrew, 
which is altogether equivalent to “NP2Y2°2. So the apostle has 
translated ad sensum, not ad verbum. The ὅτι which follows, stands in 
the Septuagint after κατ᾽ ἐμαντοῦ ὀμνύω naturally ; in the text of Paul, 
ζῶ tyw ... . ὅτι, is ἃ constructio ad sensum. 
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i.e. if a man believes any species of food or drink to be unlawful, and 
then partakes of it, he defiles himself, because he does that which he 
believes to be sinful. 

(15) Εἰ dé... λυπεῖται, now if thy brother is grieved because of 
meat, Δέ continuative, now, further.—Ard βρῶμα, because thou eatest 
meat which he regards as unclean. —Oixére.... περιπατεῖς, thou 
walkest no longer according to what benevolence requires ; i.e. thou dost 
violate the law of love, which would require thee to do unto others that 
which thou wouldest that others should do unto thee. But this thou 
dost not, when thou demeanest thyself in this manner. 

M).... ἀπέθανε, destroy not him by thy meat, for whom Christ 
died. That ἀπόλλυε means destroy, seems plain from comparing 
1 Cor. viii. 11 and ver. 20 below. The word ἀπόλλυμι was sometimes 
employed by the Greeks in the sense of cruciari, to torment, vex; a 
sense which is possible here, but not probable. The meaning seems 
to be: ‘ Do not furnish an occasion of stumbling to thy brother, lest 
he fall, and come into condemnation.’—'Yxép ob Χριστὸς ἀπέθανε 
seems to be added in order to shew how very differently Christ himself 
acted and felt, with respect to Christians who are weak in faith; and 
thus to paint, in glowing colours, the criminality of those who refused to 
imitate his spirit. 

(16) M).... ὠγαθόν, let not your good, then, be evil spoken of. 
Oty, therefore, then, i.e, since such is the case, viz. that Christ died for 
sinners, and that you are under obligation to shew the spirit of similar 
benevolence toward your fellow Christians, you ought to demean 
yourselves in such a way, as that you will give no occasion for the 
religious liberty which you enjoy to be evil spoken of. That ἀγαθόν. 
here means, freedom from the yoke of bondage which the ceremonial 
law imposed, I cannot well doubt; and so Origen, Theodoret, Bengel, 
Clarius, and others understood it. But Chrysostom, Theophylact, 
Erasmus, and others, understand by dyaQéy, the Christian religion in 
general. The sense would be good, if construed in this way; but less 
appropriate, however, than the meaning above given. 

(17) Οὐ ydp.... ἁγίῳ, for the kingdom of God is not meat and 
drink, but righteousness, and peace, and joy in the Holy Ghost. Ἢ 
βασιλεία τοῦ θεοῦ here means, the spiritual kingdom of God or Christ; 
his reign within; his moral dominion over the hearts of men; in a 
word, true Christianity. This does not consist in refraining or not 
refraining from this or that food or drink ; but spiritual life consists 
in holy conformity to God, peaceful and gentle demeanour, and joy such 
as is imparted by the influences of the Holy Spirit. A truly admirable 
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description of the nature of real Christianity! Eipy»y here means 
peace, in opposition to discord and contention among brethren.—'Ey 
πνεύματι ἁγίῳ may be applied, as a qualification, to δεκαιοσύνη and 
εἰρήνη as well as to χαρά’ but I prefer the construction which I have 
given. 

(18) Ὁ ydp....dvOpwroc, for he who serveth Christ in respect 
to these things, ts acceptable to God, and approved by men. ‘Ex 
τούτοις means the things before mentioned, viz. δικαιοσύνη, εἰρήνη, 
and χαρὰ ἐν πνεύματι ἁγίῳ. Δόκιμος, acceptus, gratus; the apostle 
means, that men will speak well of such a demeanour as he had con- 
mended. 

(19) “Apa ody... . ἀλλήλους, therefore let us strive after peace 
and mutual edification. Τὰ τῆς εἰρήνης . « .. τὰ τῆς οἰκοδομῆς, are, 
according to a very common usage of the Greek, a periphrasis for ra 
εἰρηνικά, &c., or for the simple εἰρήνη, οἰκοδομή. --- Τῆς εἰς ἀλλήλους, 
i.e. τῆς οἰκοδομῆς εἰς ἀλλήλους. --- The article is commonly supplied 
in this way, before adjectives that follow a noun in order to qualify 
it, or (which is the same thing) before nouns with prepositions, added 
merely to qualify the preceding and principal noun; Winer’s Gramm. 
δ 19.1. ὁ. 

The object of this verse is, to charge the church at Rome to demean 
themselves in such a way, with regard to the matters in dispute which 
he had touched upon, as would promote the peace of the church and 
the edification of both parties. 

(20) Mj)... . θεοῦ, destroy not the work of God, on account of food. 
To ἔργον τοῦ θεοῦ, the same as οἰκοδομὴ θεοῦ, 1 Cor. iii. 9, and 
οἰκοδομὴ . . . . ἐν κυρίφ in Eph. ii. 21, and οἰκοδομὴν ἑαυτοῦ in Eph. iv. 16; 
i.e. Christians, or a Christian. Possibly the writer may refer here 
to the internal work of faith, which is called ἔργον θεοῦ in John vi. 29. 
I prefer the former sense. Karadve is a verb accommodated to the 
figurative expression ἔργον θεοῦ, and means to pull down, to destroy. 
The meaning is: ‘ Do not so demean thyself, in respect to this dispute 
about meats clean and unclean, as to cause thy weak brother to sin, and 
to fall into condemnation. 

Πάντα μὲν καθαρά, all[meats] are clean ; i.e. no distinction of food 
is to be made under the Christian dispensation. All the distinctions 
of the Levitical law are abolished.—’AAAa .. . . ἐσθέοντι, δεξί they are 
hurtful to the man, who eats so as to stumble thereby. Διά, before a 
noun, often designates the manner in which a thing happens or ts done; 
so, for example, in Luke viii. 4, διὰ παραβολῆς, i. 4. παραβολικῶς" 
Acts xv. 27, διὰ λόγου, orally ; 2 Cor. x. 11, δι᾿ ἐπιστολῶν, ἐπ the way 
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of writing ; Heb, xiii, 22, διὰ βραχέων, briefly, &c. See Bretschn. in 


διά, ο. a. 

(21) Καλὸν «.«. ἀσθενεῖ, it is good not to eat flesh, nor drink wine, 
nor [to do any thing] whereby thy brother stumbleth, or has ground of 
offence, or is made weak. Μηδὲ ἐν ᾧ is elliptical ; the full expression 
would be, μηδὲ φαγεῖν ἢ πιεῖν τι ἐν ᾧ, κιτιλ, The words ἢ σκανδαλί- 
ζεται ἣ ἀσθενεῖ, are omitted in Codd. A.C. 67, and in Syr. Arab. 
Copt. versions; also in Origen. They seem to be a gloss or repetition 
of προσκόπτει. The sense of ἀσθενεῖ is, to render incompetent, 
incompetent to walk safely or securely. 

(22) Bi... θεοῦ, hast thou faith ? keep it to thyself before God ; 
i.e, hast thon a belief that there is no difference in meats, (which 
is truly the case,) yet deem it sufficient, in respect to this point, to 
regulate by it thy conduct in private, as seen only by the eye of God. 
Do not act this out in public, by which you may give needless and 
injurious offence. 

Μακάριος... . . δοκιμάζει, happy (is he}, who does not condemn himself 
in respect to the thing which he allows ; i.e. we may congratulate that 
man, who does not so use his Christian liberty in respect to food, as to 
bring on himself condemnation or blame by an abuse of it, or by 
making use of it in an imprudent and inconsiderate manner. 

(23) Ὁ .... πίστεως, but he who doubts, is condemned if he eat, 
because it is not of faith; i.e. he who doubts whether it is lawful for 
him to eat a particular kind of food, and yet eats it, is worthy of con- 
demnation ; because he does this against his conscience or belief, or at 
least without an approving conscience. 

Πᾶν δὲ «. «. ἐστί, and every thing that is not of faith, is sinful; 
i.e, not only eating against one’s conscience, or without an approving 
conscience, is deserving of condemnation, but any thing else done in 
like manner is sinful. No man should indulge in any demeanour or 
conduct, when the lawfulness of it is to him a matter of doubt. A 
truly excellent maxim in Christian morals, and one which, if duly 
heeded by Christians, would prevent many a bitter hour of darkness 
and contrition. 
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(2) Ἕκαστος .... οἰκοδομήν, let each one of us please his neighbour, 
in respect to that which is good, unto [his] edification ; i.e, let us act in 
such a manner as to please our neighbour, so far as we may do so and 
do what is good; let us act so as to edify him. 

(3) Καὶ yap... ἤρεσεν, for Christ did not please himself; i.e. 
Christ did not have respect merely to his own pleasure or pain, conve- 
nience or inconvenience ; but did that which was grateful and useful to 
others, although he exposed himself to great suffering in consequence of 
acting thus. Tp stands prefixed here to the reason why we ought to 
seek the good of others. 

᾿Αλλὰ εν « ἐπ᾽ ἐμέ, but, as it is written, the reproaches of those who 
reproached thee, have fallen upon me. The passage is quoted from 
Ps. lxix. 10 (Ixix. 9). The general sentiment is here accommodated 
to a particular case; i.e. the same thing which this sentiment declares, 
was in fact exemplified in the treatment which Christ received. In 
other words, Christ suffered reproaches, rather than desist from his 
beneficence toward others; which is the sentiment of the passage 
quoted. 

(4) Ὅσα yap... . προεγράφη, whatsoever things, now, were written 
in ancient times, were written for our instruction, The connexion 
of this verse with the preceding is somewhat difficult. On the whole 
it must be regarded as a parenthesis, Γάρ confirmantis seems to 
be a proper description of the ydp here; for it is prefixed to a cir- 
cumstance designed to enforce what the apostle is saying, i-e. it is 
a kind of γάρ urgentis, as one might say. Προεγράφη, lit. were 
written before, i.e. in former days, in ancient times, as I have rendered 
it above. 

Ἵνα «νος ἔχωμεν, that through patience, and by the exhortation of 
the Scriptures, we might obtain hope. Ὑπομονῆς refers to a patient 
endurance of the troubles and sorrows, to which the doing of good may 
expose us.—HapaxAsjoewe seems here to mean admonition or exhortation ; 
for it refers back to διδασκαλέαν, and if rendered consolation does not 
seem to be directly congruous with that word. The writer here refers 
to the exhortation of the Scriptures, to persevere meekly and patiently 
in doing good. 

Patience of this nature will produce Aope ; comp. Rom, v.3—5. He 
who perseveres in thus doing good, amid the evils which may 
come upon him, will be rewarded with ‘a hope that maketh not 
ashamed.” 

(5) Ὁ δὲ θεὸς . - - « Ἰησοῦν, now may the God of patience and 
admonition give mutual unity of sentiment to you, according to Christ 
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Kara Χριστον Ἴησοῦν means, in accordance with the Spars of Cir 
or agreeably to what Christ or the Chrisoae religion requxes. Th 
earnest supplication of the apostle, that the Roumems may be led τ 
αὗτο φουνεῖν ἐν ἀλλήλοις, shews how mistaken those are. who think thet 
unity of sentiment among Christians is not desirable, even δὲ "Ὁ 
matters not essential to salvation; for surely the semeimerst abou 
distinction of meats was not essential in this semse. If now wo 
unity in smaller matters was urged by the apostle, them of course k 
would urge it far more, in things essential to salvation. 

The precepts of the apostle shew, also, that Christiams may dif 
about externals, and things of mmor mmportance, without hazariug 
their salvation ; although not without endangering the peace and wel- 
fare of the Church. Such is the imperfection of human nature, tht 
difference of opinion is apt to produce dispute; and dispute of course 
apt to lead, more or less, to alienation of feeling. 

(6) “Iva .... Χριστοῦ, that with one accord and with one rexe 
you may glorify (God, ecen the Father of our Lord Jesus Christ.— 
‘OpAvpaccy comes from ὁμός, conjunctus, and Ovpoc, ansmus. Ths 
characterizes the union of mind or sentiment, which the apostk 
desires should pervade the Christian church. Ἔν ἑνὲ στόματι cha- 
racterizes the harmony of voices, in the song of praise which was 
to be sung by the church; i.e. they should not sing discordet 
notes, but harmonious ones. The meaning is not literal here, bat 
figurative, viz., that with union in their praise to God they might offer 
him thanksgiving, that they might all accord in the same feeling and 
same worship. 

In καὶ πατέρα, καί is explicatire, i.e. “ εἴ copulat et explicat .” 
see Bretschn. Lex. καί, 2. 6. Such is a very common idiom in the 
New Testament with respect to καί as erplicative ; comp. 1 Pet. i. 3. 
2 Pet.i.11. ii.20. Phil.iv. 20. Ephes.i. 3. Col. 11.17. In these 
cases, viz. such as have καί explicative followed by a noun in apposition 
with the preceding noun and limiting or defining it, the article is usually 
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omitted before the second noun, as here before πατέρα' compare also, in 
this respect, the examples cited above, 

(7) Διὸ « .+. θεοῦ, therefore shew kindness to each other, as Christ 
also hath shewed kindness to you, unto the glory of God; i.e. in view of 
all that has been said, I beseech you to treat each other with brotherly 
kindness and affection; yea, with kindness like to that which Christ 
has shewn to you, in order that God may be glorified. 

Διό refers to all which had been before said of Christian kindness 
and forbearance. As to προσλαμβάνεσθε, comp. xiv. 3. Ὑμᾶς in 
the textus receptus is ἡμᾶς. This latter is removed, because the mss. 
A. B.C. Ὁ. E, F. G., read ipiic.—Eic δόξαν θεοῦ, Tholuck interprets 
of eternal happiness, i. e. the glory which God bestows. ‘The phrase is 
capable of this meaning, comp. Heb. ii. 10, Rom. ν, 2 1 Pet. v4; 
but vs. 8,9 require a different sense here, viz. since Christ hath kindly 
received you, in order that God may be glorified. 

(8) Λέγω δὲ, x.7.A. Δέ “ accuratius definit,” ive. it is added to a 
phrase or sentence, inserted for the sake of more full and entire 
explanation. The writer, having asserted that Christ has kindly 
received us in order that God may be glorified, goes on now to add 
some things which serve to shew, that Christ entered upon the duties 
of his mediatorial office, in order to propagate the truth and to bring 
Jew and Gentile nations to glorify God. 

Ἰησοῦν Χριστὸν « θεοῦ, Jesus Christ was a minister of the cireum- 
cision, on account of the truth of God; i.e. that Jesus Christ was a 
minister of the Jews, that he served the cause of divine truth among 
the Jews, in order to promote its true interests. Ὑπέρ, on account of, 
Sor the sake of. 

Εἰς rd... πατέρων, in order to confirm the promises made to the 
fathers ; i.e, in order to carry into execution the promises made to the 
ancient fathers, of spiritual blessings to be bestowed on their children. 

(9) Ta δὲ... θεόν, [I say also] that the Gentiles are to glorify 
God for his mercy [in Christ]; i.e. the Gentiles, as well as the Jews, 
are to be brought into the church, that God may be all and in all, and 
thus be glorified by all men. Aokéoat is constructed with λέγω implied, 
as the version shews, The present phrase discloses the meaning of εἰς 
δόξαν θεοῦ in ver. 7. 

Διὰ τοῦτο. « «. ψαλῶ, therefore will I praise thee among the Gentiles, 
yea, to thy name will I sing praise. The quotation is from Ps, xviii. 49, 
The design of it is to shew, that the Gentiles, as well as the people of 
Israel, would have the blessings of the gospel proffered to them, and be 
brought to glorify Οοὰ. --- Ἐξομολογήσομαι, I will praise thee, like the 

m1 
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Hebrew ITTR.—Tg ὀνύματί cov, to thy name, i.e. to thee, like the 
Hebrew ΟΣ. 

(10) Kal wader λέγει, viz. in Deut. xxxii. 45.— EvgparOqr . . 
αὐτοῦ, rejoice ye Gentiles with his people; Hebrew Tay orb — 
The design of the quotation is, to shew that the Gentiles are spoken of 
in the Old Testament Scriptures, as destined to be brought into the 
church of God, or as being made to praise him. 

(11) Kai πάλεν, viz. in Ps. cxvii. 1 (Sept. exvi. 1). The sentiment 
is the same as before. The object in accumulating quotations, is 
additional confirmation of what the writer had advanced. 

(12) Kai λέγει, viz. in Is. xi. 10. In the quotation, the apostle 
omits MATITT DPD, in that day. Also instead of the Hebrew ἜΝ 
ὈῸΡ pa? HY, who shall stand as a banner of the nations or Gentiles, 
the apostle has, with the Septuagint, καὶ ὁ ἀνιστάμενος ἄρχειν ἔθνων, 
one shall arise to be a leader of the Gentiles; ad sensum, but not ed 
literam. For édxwover, the Hebrew has MITT. The whole quotation, 
therefore, is ad sensum only; but is truly so much. It is added to the 
others for the same purpose as before, viz. with the design of shewing 
that the Gentiles should belong to the Christian church, so that God 
might be glorified by them. 

Thus far in confirmation of the latter clause of ver. 7. The apostle 
now quits this subject, and resumes his supplications in behalf of the 
church at Rome, which were interrupted by ver. 7, seq. 

(13) Ὁ δὲ θεὸς . . «. πιστεύειν, now may the God of hope fill yes 
with all joy and peace in believing ; i.e. may that God who is the 
author of all Christian hope, (comp. ἐλπιοῦσιν in ver. 12,) make your 
joy and peace, which result from faith in Christ, greatly to abound.— 
Εἰς rd... . ἁγίου, so that ye may abound in hope, through the power of 
the Holy Spirit ; 1. 6. so that, having much joy and peace in believing, 
you may also have a lively Christian hope of future glory, through the 
influence of the Holy Spirit who dwells in you, and who gives the 
earnest of future glory ; comp. Eph. i. 18, 14. Rom. viii. 28 with the 
notes upon it. 

(14) Πέπεισμαι δέ, where δέ ““ orationi continuande inservit:”" as 
also in ver. 13 above.—Kai αὐτὸς ἐγώ, even 7 myself. Καί added to 
pronouns in this way, serves to make the expression more distinct 
and intense.—Tlepi ὑμῶν, in respect to you.—Orn.... ἀγαθωσύνης, 
that you yourselves (καὶ αὐτοί) are filled with kindness. Kal airel 
indicates what I have expressed in the translation, as nearly as 
our language can express the value of the Greek phrase. Aye- 
θωσύνης 1 take here to refer to the kind feelings, which the apostle 
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hoped and believed the Roman Christians would cherish towards each 
other. 

Πεπληρωμένοι .... νουθετεῖν, abounding in all knowledge, and able 
to give mutual admonition, ‘The meaning is: * Tam persuaded that ye 
possess in abundance such Christian knowledge, i.e. such a knowledge 
of Christian truths and principles, that ye will be able to give such 
advice and warning as you may mutually need.’ 

(15) Τολμηρότερον .... ὑμᾶς, I have written the more boldly to you, 
brethren, when reminding you with respect to some things; i.e. I 
have written with more freedom than might have been expected from 
a stranger, when reminding you of the various things which I have 
urged upon you. ᾿Απὸ μέρους means, in some parts of his epistle, i.e. 
as to some things. 

Διὰ τὴν χάριν... θεοῦ, ‘on account of the favour which was be= 
stowed upon me by God; namely, the honour of the apostolic office 
(comp. Rom. i. 5), which the sequel shews to be the meaning of χάριν 
here. 

(16) Εἰς τὸ εἶναι «... ἔθνη, that I should be a minister of Jesus 
Christ to the Gentiles, Because his office led him to preach the gospel 
to the Gentiles, and to exercise a spiritual watch over them, he had 
ventured to address the church at Rome with freedom, 

“Ἱερουργοῦντα .... θεοῦ, performing the office of a priest [in respect 
to] the gospel of God; i.e. acting a part in respect to the concerns 
of Christians, not unlike that of a priest among the Jews.—‘Iva 
γένηται .... ἁγίῳ, that the offering of the Gentiles might be acceptable, 
heing purified by the Holy Spirit; i.e. that the Gentiles may be offered 
to God, whom as their Ἀειτουργός I present, inasmuch as they have 
been rendered’ clean, pure, by the sanctifying influence of the Holy 
Spirit on their hearts. 

(17) Ἔχω οὖν 2.4. θεόν, T have, then, cause for glorying, through 
Jesus Christ, as to those things which pertain to God; i.e. being a 
minister of Jesus Christ to the Gentiles, I have cause for rejoicing, 
that he has strengthened me and given me success among them, in 
things pertaining to religion. — Οὖν “ facit transitum  orationis,” 
(Bretschn. Lex.) ; accordingly it may be rendered, in such cases, then, 
moreover, further, &c. Here it stands before a paragraph, which 
the apostle subjoins to the preceding declaration in order to exhibit 
the happy fruits of his ministry:—Ey Χριστῷ Ἰησοῦ 1 understand to 
mean, through the aid of Christ, Paul had just averred, that he was 
λειτουργὸς Ἰησοῦ Χριστοῦ" and as such, he here intimates that Christ 
had afforded him aid, so as to ensure him success in his employment. 

12 


That ἐν often has the meaning of by or through, in the senx d 
ope, auxilio alicujus, there can be no doubt; e.g. “ He casts σε 
demons ἐν τῷ ἀρχόντι, by the aid of the prince of demons,” Matt. ix.34. 
In like manner ἐν is used in John xvii. 10. Acts iv.9. σι. 
xvii. 28, 31, et seepe alibi. 

(18) Οὐ yap .... ἐμοῦ, for [do not presume to mention any thiag slid 
Christ hath not wrought by me ; i.e. I do not, in saying this, intend Ὁ 
claim any praise by exaggerating my success, or taking to myself ἐδ 
credit of what others have done εἰς ὑπακοὴν ἔθνων, in order to bring tit 
Gentiles to obey the gospel.—Adyy καὶ ἔργῳ means, by preaching ad 
by other personal effort. Tap explicantis, i.e. preceding what serves Ὁ 
limit the declaration which goes before. 

(19) ᾿Εν δυνάμει .... τεράτων, by the influence of signs and eosden, 
or wonderful signs. In Hebrew, ὈΩΒῚΘΣ ΤΩΝ, (usually conjoine. 
means wonders, signs, or miracles adapted to persuade or enforce bet! 
in the power, providence, veracity, &c. of God. The unica d 
σήμεια καὶ τέρατα in the New Testament, is an imitation of this ido 
It may be rendered as a Hendiadys, and the latter noun made # 
adjective to qualify the former, agreeably to an idiom common both? 
the Old and New Testament. If rendered signs and wonders, ta 
signs means miraculous proofs. 

"Ev δυνάμει .... ἁγίον, by the influence of the Holy Spirit, may mes, 
signs and wonders performed by virtue of this influence; and » 
Chrysostom, Theodoret, Erasmus, and others, have understood it. Βα 
it may also mean, the internal influences of the Spirit, bestowing tt 
gift of prophecy, the power of speaking in foreign languages, &c.; and 
so Beza, Grotius, Tholuck, and others, have explained it. In this 
case, it is coordinate with δυνάμει σημείων καὶ τεράτων, not suboerdinalt 
to it, i.e. not used mercly to qualify it. 

“Ὥστε με .... Χριστοῦ, so that from Jerusalem and its suburbs, eres 
to Illyricum, 1 have spread abroad the gospel of Christ. “Ὥστε je .... 
πεπληρωκέναι is the usual construction of the Infinitive with ὥστε. 
ΠΠΠεπληρωκέναι has here the sense of diffusing, spreading abroad: 
and comes from the sense of filling up, because, in order to do this, ἃ 
diffusion into all parts is necessary. In the like sense the word is 
employed in Acts v. 28. Col. i. 25, comp. Sirach xxiv. 26.—I]lyricum 
was a province bounded south by Macedonia, west by the Adriatic, 
east by a part of the river Danube, and north by a part of Italy and 
Germany. It corresponds with the modern Croatia and Dalmatia ; and 
was the extreme boundary of what might be called the Grecian 

population. The circle of Pau)’s preaching, then, as here described, 
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reaches from the extreme north-west of the land of the Greeks, to 
Jerusalem, i, 6. it comprehends all Greece, in the widest sense of this 
term, Asia Minor, the Grecian Islands, and the country between Asia 
Minor and Jerusalem. More might have been added ; for the apostle 
had preached at Damascus, and probably in Arabia, before he came to 
Jerusalem, Acts ix. 20. Gal. i. 16, 17. 

(20) Οὕτω .... οἰκοδομῶ, so, also, that I was strongly desirous to 
preach the gospel, not where Christ was named, lest I should build 
on another's foundation. Φιλοτιμούμενον is to be constructed with μέ, 
taken from the preceding verse. The word literally signifies, to covet 
or desire as an honour, to regard as honourable; hence the secondary 
sense, to desire strongly, earnestly to wish for or to covet. 

(21) ᾿Αλλὰ .... συνήσουσι, but, as it is written: They shall see, to 
whom no declaration was made respecting him; and they who have not 
heard, shall understand. The quotation is from Is. lii. 15; ἃ passage 
which has respect to the Messiah’s being made known to the heathen. 
The apostle quotes it here, in order to illustrate and to justify the 
principle which he had avowed, viz. that of preaching the gospel where 
it was entirely unknown before. The quotation says as much as to 
declare, that the gospel shall be thus proclaimed. "Ὄψονται and 
συνήσουσι are to be understood as designating mental vision and per- 
ception, for this is what the writer intends to designate. 

(22) Διὸ καὶ .... ὑμᾶς, wherefore Τ᾽ was greatly hindered from 
coming to you. Διό, wherefore, means, on account of his many and 
urgent calls to preach elsewhere. Καί is here joined with ἐνεκοπτόμην, 
τὰ πολλά as an intensive, i.e. “ sensum intendit, augmentat.” The 
apostle does not say simply, that he was often hindered ot much hindered, 
ἑκοπτόμην τὰ πολλά, but καὶ ἐκοπτόμην τὰ πολλά, T was very much 
hindered, i.e. I had such frequent and urgent calls elsewhere, that it 
was impossible for me to visit Rome, as I desired to do. Passow is, 
so far as I know, the first lexicographer who has done any tolerable 
justice to the Proteus καί of the Greeks. 

(28) Νυνὶ δὲ .... ἐτῶν, but now, having no longer any place in these 
regions, and being desirous for many years to pay you a visit. Térov 
ἔχων, ive. having no longer any considerable place, where I have not 
proclaimed the gospel. 

(24) ‘Qcidy.+.. ὑμᾶς, whenever I may go into Spain, I hope, as ἢ 
pass on, to see you ; i.e, intending to visit Spain, he meant to take Rome 
in his way. In the fextus receptus, ἐλεύσομαι πρὸς ὑμᾶς follows Σπανίαν" 
which Griesbach and Knapp have rejected, as they are not found in 
Codd. A.C. D. E. F.G., norin the Syriac, Arabie, or Coptic versions, &c. 
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Whether the apostle did in fact ever make a journey to Spain, is some- 
what uncertain. The tradition of the church affirms this; but not oa 
sure grounds. In case we allow that he was imprisoned a second time 
at Rome, such a journey is not improbable. 

Καὶ .... ἐκεῖ, and to be sent on my way thither by you. The apostle 
here refers to the usual custom of the churches, when the messengers 
of the gospel departed from them, of sending their elders, &c., to ac- 
company them for some distance on their journey ; comp. Acts xv. 3. 
Xvil. 14,15. xx. 38. xxi. 5.—'Eay .... ἐμπλησθῶ, when I am in part 
Jirst satisfied with your company. Observe the delicacy of the expression. 
The apostle does not say ἐμπλησθῶ, satisfied, but ἀπὸ μέρους ἐμκλησθῶ, 
partly satisfied, as though he never could enjoy their society sufficiently 
to gratify all his desires. 

(25) Nuvi δὲ .... ἁγίοις, but now I go to Jerusalem to supply the 
wants of the saints. Διακονέω is often used, in the New Testament, 
to designate the supplying with food and other comforts of life. At 
present, says the apostle, I cannot visit you, as duty calls me in another 
direction. 

(26) Εὐδύκησαν ydp.... ἱἱερουσαλήμ, for it has seemed good te 
Macedonia and Achaia, to make some contribution for indigent Chris- 
tians at Jerusalem. Κοινωνίαν, contribution, collatio beneficiorum. Comp. 
1 Cor. xvi. 1—4. 2 Cor. viii. ix. Acts xxiv. 17. 

(27) Εὐῤδόκησαν γὰρ .... εἰσι, [I say] ἐξ has seemed good, for they 
are truly their debtors. Tdp καὶ ὀφειλέται ἀντῶν εἰσι, assigns a reason 
why it seemed good. Kai is here an intensive ; truly, really. 

Ei yap assigns a reason why they are debtors. If the Gentiles have 
shared in their spiritual things, they ought surely to aid them in temporal 
things. Kat intensive, in καὶ ἐν τοῖς σαρκικοῖς. 

(28) Totro.... Σπανίαν, now when this duty shall be discharged, 
and this fruit made sure to them, I shall pass through the midst of you 
into Spain. Καρπόν here means the fruit of the contribution in Mace- 
donia and Achaia, the fruit which their benevolence had produced. 
Σφραγισάμενος, applied to an instrument in writing, means to authenti- 
cate it, to make it valid, 1. e. sure to answer the purpose for which it was 
intended. So here, the apostle would not stop short, in the performance 
of the duty with which he is entrusted as the almoner of the churches, 
until he had seen the actual distribution of their charity among the 
indigent saints at Jerusalem, a fidelity and an activity well worthy of all 
imitation. 

(29) Olda δὲ .... ἐλεύσομαι, and 7 know that when I come to you, | 
shall come with the full blessings of the gospel of Christ. "Ev πληρώματι 
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εὐλογίας, with an abundant blessing ; where the first of the two nouns 
constitutes the adjective; comp. Heb, Gramm. δ 440. ὁ, 

(30) Παρακαλῶ δὲ... «. Χριστοῦ, novo’ beseech you, brethren, by the 
Lord Jesus Christ. Aé continuative—Avé& Ἰησοῦ Χριστοῦ, for the sake 
of our Lord Jesus Christ, i.e, out of love and regard for him.—Kai διὰ 
+++ πνεύματος, and by the love of the Spirit; i.e. by the affectionate 
Christian sympathy for the friends of Christ, which the Spirit has given 
you.—Luvaywvicacba.... θεόν, that ye strive together for me, in your 
prayers to God in my behalf; i.e. that you unite with me in my Chris- 
tian warfare, helping me by your earnest supplications to God in my 
behalf. " 

(31) "ba... Ἰουδαίᾳ, that I may be delivered from unbelievers in 
Judea ; i.e. pray thatI may be delivered from the enemies of the gospel 
in Judea, whither I am going; for I have reason to expect: persecution 
and injury from them. 

Καὶ iva... . ἁγίοις, and that my service which is for Jerusalem, may 
be acceptable to the saints. Διακονία means, his service in carrying and 
distributing the contributions of the Greek churches. It seems rather 
singular, at first, that he should doubt whether such a charity would be 
agreeable to indigent churches at Jerusalem. But when we call to mind 
the violent prejudices of the Jewish Christians, who were zealots for the 
law of Moses, we may well suppose that some of them would hesitate 
to come under obligations to Paul, the great champion of opposite 
opinions, and also to the charity of Gentile Christians, who disregarded 
the laws of Moses with respect to ceremonial observances. 

(32) “Iva tv... ὑμῖν, [pray] that Imay come to you with joy, if God 
will, and may be refreshed among you. “Iva here falls back upon mpo- 
σευχαῖς, κε τι ον in ver. 30.—Acd θελήματος θεοῦ, Deo volente, 

(33) 'O δὲ θεὸς .... ὑμῶν, now the God of peace be with you all; 
i.e. may God, the author of peace, who bestows happiness, true pros- 
perity, BYSW, be with you, i.e. aid you, bless you. Αμήν, in the fextus 
receptus, is of suspicious authority, and is so noted by Dr. Knapp. 
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Tae ποιεῖς cecceses ps sgeethe, Ye wercoes πϑεετσδευ presto eed coeees- 
Sere, "--:ἶ, ther ehees We eer ἐπ Sees eet See whe mike Gus 
πᾶνε pee wince ταπασὰν σαι, i. 2 eect as oeertee the contrary of ther whack be bed 
een eemmg, 5 tee werestiog geet πὲ ms cote. we ἴ᾿ ἴδ 0 |e expremes bs 
wieecipeee fesere ches bev παρῆν Se cot wed sueple—Seerced. aed bee wreak chor che 
Get woyeee woetd pree teem ee Sectors veer the wiverunes of euain, the feereet 
αἱ ἔπεστι meee Ieectieres. τὰ. 9. 20. che shes copes che παδπσυείσα of sever 
Circa reads md compemonms eho sere eh hes. τα. ἘΣ - 38 - eed coscids 
wer 1 ἄσναις sreoiogy. τὰ. 25—2-. 


“2 Σανιατημε ce .--- Reyypemic, cow [ commend ὃν gem Phebe or 
ster. wee ig 1 deac7mess uf Je caurce at Ceachrese. δι comtimmative. 
— δωακοναν, 1.2. τὴν compres. or Ἰὰς Greeks used both ὁ ef & cancever. 
It snouid Ge semembered. tec m the East. womes were mot permite 
® mix m che society of Men, 26 os the western world they are at presest. 
They were kept secimied. for the must part, mt ἃ retired room or γυνέ- 
ἐξιαν. ὮΣ Wied πὸ} scanger could Dave access. Consequently, it became 
hovtiy imporcanr for che choreh w have a: cumepe: 25 well as oc canceeet, 
In order that che former might look τὸ maies who were indigent or 
sick. Accorcingiy we tind che temaie deacors more tham once adverted 
to, m the epistles of Panl: comp. 1 Im.v. 10. Tix 4. 

Reyypeaic, Ceacarza, was the cestere port of Conmth; for Corinth 
itseif ‘ay not upon the sea, but had two harbours at some distance fros 
the city, viz. Cenchreae on the east, and Lechaeum on the west. It woald 
sexcm that Phebe was aboat to sail from Ceachree to Rome, when Paal 
wrote this epistie ; and it is quite probable, that t was sent by her to 
the church at Rome. The word Aeyypea: ts used only in the plural, 
like ᾿Αθῆναε. 

(2) ἵνα .... ἁγίων, that ye may receive her as beimg ἐπ the Lord, a 
a manacr worthy of the saints. That the phrase ἐν κυρίῳ means, being in 
the Lord, i. e. being a member of his spiritual body, (comp. 1 Cor. xii. 27. 
Rom. xii. 5. 1Cor.x.17. Eph. 22,23. iv.12. v.30. Col. i. 24,) 
the various passages in which it occurs leave no good room for doubt. 
So the sentiment here is: ‘ Receive Phebe who is a Christian, in such a 
manner as becomes Christians, i.e. with distinguished kindness and 
benevolence. 

Καὶ παραστῆτε..... ἐμοῦ, and render her assistance im any thing, 
where she may need it of you; for she herself has been a helper of 
many, and especially of me. For the words παραστῆτε and προστάτις, 
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vee on προϊστέμενος in chap. xii. 8. This hint shews what the office 
of a deaconess was, i.e. what duties it led her to perform. A compa- 
rison of προστάτις here will serve to cast light on ὁ προϊστάμενος in 
Rom. xii, 8. 

(8) Πρίσκαν, Prisca, the same as Πρίσκιλλα in Acts xviii. 2, 26. 
1Cor. xvi. 19. The latter is merely a diminutive, which was commonly 
applied to women in the way of courtesy or affection; as John says to 
Christians: ‘ My little children.” Both Priscilla and her husband 
Aquila are here called συνεργούς of the apostle.—Ev Χριστῷ Ἰησοῦ, 
i.e. in the Christian cause. 

(4) Otrwec.... ὑπέθηκαν, lit, who exposed their own neck for my 
life ; i.e. who exposed their own neck to the sword, their own head to 
be cut off, in order to defend me from harm.—Kai rijy .... ἐκκλησίαν, 
and the church which is in their house, i.e. which habitually convenes 
there, Aquila and Priscilla are spoken of, also, as having a church in 
their house while at Ephesus, 1 Cor. xvi. 19; from which some have 
drawn the conclusion, that only their family, which consisted of Chris- 
tians, are meant by ἐκκλησίαν" a criticism which is destitute of support 
from the wsus loquendi of the New Testament. On the contrary, nothing 
is more natural than the supposition, that these zealous advocates of the 
Christian cause, wherever they sojourned, were accustomed to hold 
assemblies at their own house, for the purposes of Christian worship and 
instruction. All the meetings of the primitive Christians must have 
been in this way; inasmuch as they had, at first, no churches or temples 
where they could convene. 

(5) Epenetus ; this and other names which follow down to ver. 15, 
designate persons otherwise unknown to us, but who, personally or 
otherwise, must have been known to the apostle.—'Arapyi) τὴς ᾿Ασίας, 
one of the first who embraced Christianity under my preaching in pro- 
consular Asia, i.e. Asia Minor, probably in the Roman sense of that 
word,—Eic Χριστόν, in respect to Christ. 

(6,7) It appears probable, that the persons here named had formerly 
been residents in Asia or Greece, where the apostle was acquainted 
with them, but had now removed to Rome.—'Exionpot, of note, well 
known, highly esteemed; ἐν τοῖς ἀποστόλοις, among the apostles, — Oi 
νον Χριστῷ, who became Christians even earlier than myself; where 
ἐν Χριστῷ can hardly be mistaken. 

(9) ᾿Αγαπητόν pov ἐν Κυρίῳ, my beloved fellow Christian, 

(10) Τὸν δύκεμον ἐν Χριστῷ, a tried and approved Christian —Toic ἐκ 
τῶν ᾿Αριστοβούλου, τοὺς ὄντας ἐν Κυρίῳ ἐκ τῶν οἰκείων "Ἀριστοβούλου" 
comp. the close of ver. 11. 
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(13) Μητέρα αὑτοῦ καὶ ἐμοῦ, his mother and mine ; i.e. his mother is 
a literal sense, and mine in a figurative one. 

(16) ᾿Ασπάσασθε... . ἁγίῳ, salute each other with a holy kiss; με 
greet each other after the affectionate manner of Christians; 
together in the kind exchange of Christian salutations and voles a 
friendship. This custom is extensively maintained, at present, on the 
continent of Europe, among Christian friends, and others also. Ia 
itself, it is like any external thing, not essential, but only a res leci εἰ 
temporis, depending on the manners and customs of the time and place, 
like the wearing or not wearing of long hair at Corinth, &c. 

Ai ἐκκλησίαι πᾶσαι, i.e. all the churches in the vicinity of the apostle, 
or those which he had recently visited. This shews the custom of th 
early Christian churches, as to sending expressions of brotherly affectioa 
for each other, although they were mutual strangers in respect to per- 
sonal acquaintance. 

(17) Σκοπεῖν, to consider attentively, to beware of. — Δεχοστασίας, 
divisions, viz. in the church, among brethren. — Σκάνδαλα, offences, 
i.e. those who are the occasion of others stumbling and falling, by their 
uncharitableness or their superstition.— Παρά, contrary to, against; 
comp. Rom.i. 26. xi.24. Gal.i.8,9. Heb. xi. 11.—’EexXivare ar 
αὑτῶν, stand off from them, avotd them ; 1. 6. give them no countenance 
or approbation. 

(18) Τῷ κυρίῳ ἡμῶν Χριστῷ, 1. 6. the Christian cause, or him who is 
the author of Christianity.—Kouig, their own appetite ; i.e. they do 
not labour for the good of the Christian cause, but merely for their own 
private interests, merely to obtain a maintenance. 

The apostle seems, therefore, to refer here to certain teachers at 
Rome, at this time, who were the authors of division and offence there, 
and whose views extended no farther than the acquisition of a main- 
tenance for themselves. 

Kalida .... ἀκάκων, and by flattery and fair speeches beguile the minds 
of the simple. Theophylact : χρηστολογία, κολακεία, i.e. flattery.— Esdo- 
yiac is eulogy, praise.—Kapdlac, minds, like the Hebrew 25.— Axccur 
means, those who are destitute of suspicion, without guile, simple-hearted. 

(19) Ἢ yap .... ἀφίκετο, for your obedient temper of mind is known 
among all [the churches]; i.e. the fame of your Christian temper, your 
readiness to obey the gospel, has been spread among all the churches. 
Tap seems here to be used in connexion with something implied, and 
which the mind of the reader is.to furnish; e. g. [I exhort you to do all 
this], yap, because I know that you will lend a listening ear. See 
Bretschn. Lex. on yap. 
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Xaipw οὖν .... ὑμῖν, 1 rejoice, therefores in respect'to you; i.e. since 
your obedient disposition has procured you such a good name in the 
churches, I rejoice. To ἐφ᾽ ὑμῶν, ie. κειγὰ τὸ ἐφ' ὑμῶν. ---- Θέλω δὲ...» 
κακόν, and I wish you to δὲ wise ἐπ respect to that which is good, but 
simple in regard to that which is evil. He means to say;that he desires 
the Roman Christians not to use’ their dexterity in order to accomplish 
selfish ends, like the false teachers among them; but to be willingly 
accounted simple or simpletons, in regard to doing evil. 

(20) Θεὸς τῆς εἰρήνης, may God who is the author of peace, or who 
loves and approves it!—Zu»rpive, Fut. for Optative, like the Heb. 
Future—Zaravay, Satan, viz. the malignant accuser of the brethren, 
and who delights in exciting the evil-minded to discord and division, 
May God disappoint all, his; malignant purposes, and preserve your 
harmony and kindly affection! , The language of as wish (συντρίψει) 
refers to the prediction.in Gen, iii. 15. 

(21) Χάρις here means favour of every kind, like on 532 niby of 
the Hebrews.—'Apiy seems to be spurious. 

(21) Luke and Jason and Sosipater are classed together here, as 
relatives of Paul. If this be Luke the Evangelist, which seems alto- 
gether probable, then it would appear that he must have been of Hebrew 
descent, at least in part; for Paul was “ἃ Hebrew of the Hebrews,” 
ice. of pure Hebrew descent... Nevertheless, as συγγενεῖς does not 
mark the degree of relation, we cannot argue from this expression with 
much confidence, 

(22) Téprioc ὁ γράψας, i.e. who was the amanuensis of Paul, on the 
occasion of writing this epistle. 

(23) Ὃ ξένος pov, my host ; i.e. who has received me into his house, 
and shewed me hospitality; and who shews an extensive hospitality 
to all Christians.—Oikovépoc τῆς πόλεως, the treasurer of the city.— 
Kovaproc shews the manner in which the Greeks represented the Latin 
qt, Quartus. 

(25) The whole now concludes with a general ascription of praise. 
Tp δυναμένῳ, sc. ἦ ἡ δόξα, as appears from the close of ver.27. The 
sentence is suspended, after the usual manner of Paul, until he resumes 
it in μόνῳ σοφῷ θεῷ.---Στηρίξαι, to establish; viz. in the Christian faith 
and practice—Kard τὸ εὐαγγέλιόν μου, in accordance with the gospel 
which I preach, agreeably to the principles of this.-—Kal τὸ κήρυγμα, 
even the gospel of Jesus Christ, i. 6. even the gospel of which Jesus is 
the author, or which has respect to him. Κήρυγμα is in apposition with 
εὐαγγέλιον" and the object of Paul, by the whole declaration, is to shew 
that the gospel which he preached was the true one. 
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Kara ἀποκάλνψιν .... σεσιγημένον, [may God establish you! α 
accordance with the revelation of the mystery which was kept in silence 
during ancient ages ; i. 6. agreeably to the gospel, which was not fully 
revealed in ancient times, but is now brought to light ; comp. 1 Cor. ii 7. 
Eph. iti. 5,9. Col. i. 26. 

(26) Φανερωθέντος ξὲ ... - θεοῦ, but is now revealed by the Scriptura 
of the prophets, according to the commandment of the eternal Ged. The 
apostle refers to the most ancient times, before any revelation was given, 
as the χρόνοι αἰώνιοι" next to the Messianic prophecies, contained in the 
Old Testament; and then speaks of God as αἰώνεος, who caused these 
revelations to be made, i. e. as bemg the same m times past and present. 
—Eic ὑπακοὴν πίστεως, tn order that obedience to the faith might be pro 
moted ; i.e. the gospel was disclosed for this purpose; and this too, εἰς 
πάντα τὰ ἔθνη, to ali nations, to Gentiles as well as Jews. 

(27) The apostle now resumes his doxology, begun im ver. 25 by 
τῷ Cuvapévy, with μόνῳ, κι τ. λ, The pronoun ᾧ here might relate 
grammatically to Jesus Christ, and would most naturally do so. But 
θεῷ, in order to complete the construction, requires to be joined either 
with cola εἰς τοὺς αἰῶνας, or else cééa (or some equivalent) must 
be understood immediately after it. Following the first construction, 
we must refer ᾧ to θεῷ, and construe it as equivalent to αὐτῷ" which 
wants precedent to confirm it. The second mode of construction seems 
rather hard; but I know not how we can philologically avoid it. 

The subscription, like most of the others in the Pauline epistles, 
is adscititious. Chap. xvi. 1 doubtless gave occasion to it; and the 
matter of it is in all probability correct. But we cannot regard it as 
coming from the hand of Paul; for surely he did not need to inform 
the church at Rome, by a subscription, who it was that conveyed the 
epistle to them, when he had once commended the same individual to 
their hospitality. Moreover, competent external evidence of genuine- 
ness 18 wanting. 


EXCURSUS I. 


On the appellation ὁ υἱὸς τοῦ θεοῦ in Rom. i. 4. (p. 61.) 


Ir a different principle of exegesis be assumed here, and we affirm that Christ, 
as being divine, is called Son, and is so called in order to designate his originating 
from the Father in his divine nature; then the objections which may be made, 
are of a very serious cast, and are too numerous to be all recounted, even in an 
Excursus. I can only glance at a few. 

(1) If Son of God necessarily implies, ex οἱ termini, that Christ as to his 
divine nature is derived ; how shall we construe such texts as the following ; vizs, 
“ What and if ye shall see the Son of Man ascend up where he was before? 
John vi. 62. “ No man hath ascended to heaven, but he that came down from 
heaven, even the Son of Man who is in heaven,” John iii, 13. Does Son of 
Man (ez vi termini) indicate the divine nature of Christ? This, I suppose, will 
not be affirmed; for plainly it indicates the θεάνθρωπος, the θεὸς ἐν σαρκὶ 
φανερωθείς, i. δ. it has of itself a necessary reference to the incarnate condition 
of the Saviour. Yet when employed as a proper name, we sce by the texts 
above, that it can be used to indicate the original and divine nature of the 
Messiah. If not, then these texts would prove, that the incarnate nature of 
Christ had existed in heaven, before he came down from that place; a fiction 
which we may well rank with the supposed rapture of Christ into heaven, and 
his subsequent descent from heaven, as maintained by Socinus. 

Now as these texts, thus employed, will not prove that the Auman nature of 
Christ had a prior existence in heaven; so neither will the other texts above 
cited prove that the appellation, Son of God, means, the divine nature of Christ 
as begotten of God, merely because the Father is said to have loved him aud to 
have sent him into the world. But, 

(2) If the Son, as God, be derived or Begotten, then it must follow, that, as 
God, he is neither self-existent nor independent. It is of no avail to say here, 
that his generation is efernal, and that the method of it is mysterious, super- 
human, and unlike to that of any created substance; for one may very readily 
allow all this, and still ask, whether the word generation (let the manner of the 
thing be what it may) does not of necessity, and by the usage of every language, 
imply derivation? And whether derivation does not of necessity imply depen- 
dence, and therefore negative the idea of self-ezistence? ‘This the ancient 
Fathers acknowledged, almost with one voice, asserting that Christ is not adrd- 
Geos, but derived from the Father, and begotten of his substance, The Father 
only they regarded as selfexistent; uot deeming it compatible at all with the 
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ἀγεννησία is possessed only by the Father.” Much as I respect this excellent 
man and critic, how can I receive and accredit these declarations? “The Son 
is in no respect (in nichts) different from the Father, but fully (vollkommen, 
perfectly) resembles or expresses (ausdriickt) the being of God; and yet to the 
Son belongs not ἀγεννησία, self-existence, independence, but “ ἀγεννησία belongs 
exclusively to the Father!” What is this more or less than to say: The Son is 
perfectly like the Father in ull respects; and yet, in regard to that very attri- 
bute, which beyond all others united makes God to be what he is, viz. true and 
very God, i. 6. in respect to self-existence (and of course, independence), the Son 
has no participation at all in this, but it belongs exclusively to the Father. In 
other words: ‘ The Son is in all respects like the Father, with the simple excep 
tion that he is, in regard to the most essential of all his attributes, infinitely 
unlike him.' If this does not lie on the very face of Prof. Tholuck's statement, 
and on that of all who hold that the Logos is a derived Being, then I acknow- 
ledge myself incapable of understanding either their words or their arguments. 

A mode of reasoning which involves such difficulties as these, should not be 
adopted without very imperious reasons. I know of no such ones, unless they 
be drawn from the expression 6 vids τοῦ θεοῦ understood in a literal sense, i. δ. 
so far literal as can be possible in respect to spiritual beings. Now that one 
spiritual being can produce another, in some way or other, (of course not more 
humano,) will not be denied. And if Son necessarily imports derivation, in the 
divine nature of the Logos, it necessarily imports, along with this, dependence ; 
in other words, it necessarily denies self-existence and independence. If any 
one refuses to acknowledge this, then of course he must abandon the meaning 
of generation ; no matter what the modus of generation may be, however myste- 
rious or superhuman; this makes no difference as to dependence, in case the 
generation is real and matter of fact. In such a case, the diction merely of the 
ancient Fathers is preserved, while the doctrine which they maintained, is 
clearly abandoned. 

All such as cannot admit the emanation philosophy into their system of 
theology, (the ancient fathers did this,) will not regard Christ as θεὸς δεύτερον, 
but as ὁ ὧν ἐπὶ πάντων θεὸς, εὐλογητὸς els τοὺς αἰῶνας, ἁμήν. The Logos, 
“ who ereated all things,” “ by whom all things were created in heaven and 
earth,” bears at least the highest stamp of Divinrry uspeniven. Who is self- 
existent, ifnot the Creator? And who is God supreme, if not ὁ ὧν ἐπὶ πάντων 
θεός} If there be any higher assertions of Godhead respecting the Father, than 
these, let those who ascribe selfexistence only to him, point them out, 


EXCURSUS II. 5 
On Rom. iti. 28, λογιζόμεθα γὰρ δικαιοῦσθαι πίστει ἄνθρωπον, χωρὶς ἔργων 
νόμου. (ρ. 167.) 
It will be conceded, at onee, that before we pronounce sentence respecting the 
agreement or disagreement of Paul and James, with respect to the doctrine of 
justification, it is necessary that we should understand the meaning of the words 
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with God on the ground of merit or perfect obedience to the law, for no one has 
ever done all which the law requires,’ 

But does this involve the idea, that Paul maintains coop wonxs (ἔργα ἀγαθά) 
to be unnecessary for a Christian? Nothing could be farther from his intention. 
Are not his epistles filled with the most urgent exhortations to Christians, that 
they should be fruitful in good works? Compare now, for a moment, Rom. ii. 7. 
2Cor.ix, 8. Eph. ii, 10, Col. i.10. iii, 17. 1 Thess, v. 13. 2 Thess. ii, 17, 
1 Tim, ii. 10. y. 10 (twice). v.25. vi 18. 2 Tim. ii, 21. iii, 17. Tit. i. 16. 
ii, 7,14. iii. 1, 8, 14, &c. Compare the strain of Paul's reasoning in Rom. vi— 
viii.; and then say, Is it possible to doubt, for a moment, that Paul urged good 
works as strenuously as James, or as any other apostle? 

Let the reader mark well, that ἔργα νόμου, and ἔργα ἀγαθά or ἔργον πίστεως 
(1 Thess. i. 3. 2 Thess, i. 11), are two different things; different not so much in 
their own nature, strictly considered, as in the use which Paul makes of them in 
his writings. With him, ἔργα νόμου always designates the idea of perfect obe- 
dience, viz. doing all which the law requires, But ἔργα ἀγαθά or ἔργα πίστεως 
are the fruits of sanctification by the Spirit of God; the good works which 
Christians perform, and which are sincere, are therefore acceptable to God under 
a dispensation of grace, although they do not fulfil all the demands of the law. 
On the ground of the first, Paul earnestly contends, at length, in his epistles to 
the Romans and Galatians, that no one cam be justified. The latter he every 
where treats as indispensable to the Christian character. 


In a word, when Paul is contending with a legalist, i.e. one who expected” 


justification on the ground of his own merit, he avers thatjustification by works 
‘of law or perfect obedience, is impossible. But when he is addressing Christians, 
he tells them that good works are absolutely essential to the Christian character. 

2. Come we then, in the second place, to inquire what is the meaning and 
object of the apostle James, in chap. ii. 14—26, 

‘He commences by asking : “ Of what avail is it, my brethren, if a man say 
he have faith, and have not works?” It is, then, with those who make preten- 
sions to Christian faith, and mere pretensions, that the apostle has to do. ‘This is 
clear from the closing verse in the paragraph: “For as the body without the 
spirit is dead, so faith without works is also dead,” 

The characters, then, which the apostle James has in view, are of a kind 
directly opposite to those with which Paul was concerned. James is disputing 
with Antinomians, viz. such persons as held that mere speculative belief or faith, 
unaccompanied by works, was all which the gospel demands. He tells them 
that this is not the case, and cannot be. He appeals to the examples of Abra- 
ham and Rahab, in order to confirm the sentiment which he avows; and usks, 
whether the faith which they possessed, did not cooperate with works, when 
they were justified. 

Observe now, that James does not once mention ἔργα νόμου. This is not the 
subject which he has in view. It ἰδ ἔργα πέστεως, and these only, of which he 
treats; comp. vs, 17, 22, 26. 

Mark again, that James does not at all maintain, that faith is not essential to 
justification. He expressly admits, that ‘ Abraham's faith cooperated with his 
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EXCURSUS III, 
On θάνατος in Rom. v. 12. (p. 204.) 


But here it may be said: ‘If the miseries of the present life, and the death of 
the body, be a part of the penalty threatened to Adam, then the subject is im- 
plicated in difficulties like to those which. have been already suggested ; for if 
these be a part of the penalty of sin, how can that penalty be contrasted with 
the deliverance which Christ has effected, inasmuch as he has not effected a 
deliverance from the evils just named? Must not the miseries of the present 
life, then, and physical death, be wholly excluded from the penalty of sin as 
originally threatened?” 

Some have been led to exclude them, by this train of reasoning; and espe- 
cially because, as our context abundantly asserts, the blessings procured by 
Christ do greatly exceed the evils occasioned by Adam's sin. Such being the 
case, they conclude that the death of Christ must remove, of course, the very 
same evils, in all respects, which were threatened in the original penalty; and as 
temporal evils and the death of the body still remain, and are universal, they 
cannot suppose them to have been included in the death threatened to Adam. 
But it may be said, in reply to this, that it does by no means follow, that even 
those sinners who become the subjects of redemption, are to suffer none of the 
evils threatened against sin. The question, What would be the best means of 
training up men, who should be always sinless on earth, for the glory of the 
heavenly world? is something quite different from the question, How are sin- 
ners to be disciplined, in order that they may become fitted, and best fitted, for 
the happiness of heaven? A part of the discipline of the latter, (infinite Wisdom 
has so decided it,) must now necessarily be suffering und trial ; and as included 
in this, we may also count the death of the body. Paul himself has told us, in 
the very chapter under consideration, that the children of God have reason to 
rejoice in afflictions, inasmuch as they result in patience, approbation, and hope, 
vs. 3, 4; and again he says, that “ our momentary [temporal] afflictions work 
out for us a far more exceeding and eternal weight of glory,” 2 Cor. iv. 17; 
and again, that “all things will work together for good, to those who love 
God,” Rom. viii. 28. So far as bodily suffering is concerned, for the time being, 
Christians may suffer as severely as others; and oftentimes they may be the 
subjects of severe mental, as well as bodily sorrows; but all this finally pro~ 
motes their spiritual benefit. Here then is the immense difference which Christ 
has occasioned, between their sufferings and those of the wicked. So far as 
misery in the present life is concerned, Christians may indeed undergo, and do 
suffer, some portion of that which the penalty of the law threatens; they are 
truly made to taste, how bitter a thing it is to have sinned against God, and 
how dreadful the consequences of sin would be, if they should be subjected 
to them all, But still, this lesson is, by divine mercy, made highly salutary, 
both in weaning them from sin, and in preparing them for glory. To repeat 
the words of the apostle: “ All things work together πόμα Ina 
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inzs which Christians undergo, i. e. so much of the curse as they do suffer. prove 
at last to be only “ blessings in disguise.” 

Bat if temporal death merely constitutes the whole of the threatening to 
Adam, or the main part of it, then has the death of Christ fated τὸ accormpha 
the end which Paul asserts it to have accomplished, inasmuch as al] men without 
distinction are still subjected to it. Viewing this death. however, as only a vert 
subordinate and inferior part of the evil threatened to our first parents: and re 
flecting that even this is made the occasion of discipline, which ends im goed: 
we muy without any serious embarrassment mamtam, that the death of Christ 
has been the cause of blessings which greatly superabound over the miseries 
occasioned by the fall. 

I am well aware, that the passage in 1 Cor. xv. 22, “ For as m Adam all de, 
so in Christ shall all be made alive,” has often been adduced, in order to sbew 
that θάνατος in the passage before us means only the death of the body. Bat 
with Toellner and Koppe I may venture to say, that because, in discussing the 
sulject of the resurrection (the resurrection of Christians only), the apostle re- 
presents Adam as having introduced the death of the body, it does not follow, 
that in another place, when treating of quite a different topic, and intending ᾿Ὁ 
shew the full extent of the benefits procured by the death of Christ, he coald not 
employ θάνατος in its most extensive latitude. Above all, I would also add. 
this does not follow, when it is quite certain, that in the context of this same 
epistle, and elsewhere, Paul does, beyond all doubt, employ θάνατος in its most 
enlarged sense. It lies, moreover, on the face of the whole antithesis which he 
makes in vs. 12—19, that his object is to exalt the δικαίωμα of Christ, by shew- 
ing the greatness of the κατάκριμα from which he delivers us, and which was 
occasioned by Adam. But how is this object effected in any important mes- 
sure, in case θάνατος means no more than the dissolution of our mortal bodies: 
a thing, by the way, from which none are at all delivered ἢ 

Among recent commentators, Schott (Opusc. p. 323, seq.), and Flatt (Com- 
ment uber Rom. v. 12), incline to the opinion that temporal death is meant, in 
the passage before us; but Tholuck (Comm. in loc.) is of the same opinion as 
has been given above, and he has defended it with great ability. Among other 
grounds of illustration, he has cited passages from the Rabbins to show that WAS 
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means, ¢o die in a spiritual as well as temporal sense. But this is well known 
among all who have attended to their sentiments and idiom ; and the Scripture 
itself contains such ample means of illustration, that no appeal to any other 
source is at all necessary. 

The deeply interesting nature of the subject, the difficulties attending it, and 
the efforts of numerous commentators, among whom are some highly respected 
ones, to establish that interpretation of θάνατος which assigns to it the meaning 
of temporal death only, are my apology for dwelling so long on the topics which. 
this word suggests. 


EXCURSUS Iv. 
On τύπος του μέλλοντος in Rom. v. 14. (p. 220.) 


In making additional remarks upon τύπος, I observe, (1) That the comparison 
from its very nature and design, is, as has been stated (p, 219), antithetic. It 
may, with more propriety still, be called contnasr. Adam was the cause of sin 
and death ; Christ of righteousness and life ; these are the simple elements of 
the contrast. The apostle himself gives notice, immediately after he says that 
Adam was a τύπος τοῦ μέλλοντος, that he does not mean a type of something 
the same in kind, but an antithetic type, or one in the way of contrast ; for he im- 
mediately subjoins: ᾿Αλλ᾽ οὐχ ὡς τὸ παράπτωμα, x.r.A. He means, no doubt, 
to suggest more than this by vs. 15—17, He designs not only to shew that 
the τύπος was to be understood in the way of contrast, (which indeed lies on 
the very face of the whole matter, sin and death being the objects of comparison 
on the one side, and righteousness and life on the other); but, 

(2) The same measure or degree of influence in bringing evil upon men, is 
not to be attributed to the first Adam, as is to be attributed to the second in 
respect to bringing grace and salvation; ἡ χάρις -. «ἐπερίσσευσε.---Τὸ κρίμα ἐξ 
ἑνὸς [παραπτώματοε εἰς κατάκριμα, τὸ δὲ χάρισμα ἐκ πολλῶν παραπτωμά- 
τῶν εἰς δικαίωμα" and this last sentiment is virtually repeated again in ver. 17. 
Nothing can be clearer than this makes it, that the blessings of redemption pre- 
dominate over the mischiefs occasioned by the fall, yea, greatly superabound. 
‘The measure or degree then of mischief and of benefit, are not what constitutes 
the τύπος in the case under consideration. ‘This is the more plain and certain, 
because the apostle has so explicitly avowed it, in vs. 15—17. 

(3) Is it the extent of the evil on the one side, and of good on the other, 
which is a point of resemblance held up by the apostle? ‘That is, does he insist 
that the mischiefs of the fall on the one side, and the blessings of redemption 
on the other, pertain to our whole race without exception? A deeply interest 
ing question, and one on which hang some very important deductions. In 
answer to it, I would observe, 

(a) That all of Adam's race do suffer more or less evil in consequence of the 
fall; all have at least lost the original state of righteousness of their first parents, 
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affirms. But to say, that Adam's disobedience was an occasion, or ground, or 
instrumental cause of all men’s becoming sinners, and was thus an evil to them 
all; and to say that his disobedience was personally theirs ; is saying two very 
different things. I see no way in which this last assertion can ever be made 
out by philology. But more of this, in the remarks on the text itself of ver. 19. 

Besides ; how utterly unlike in this last case, would be the points of com- 
parison. It is plain that none can enjoy the higher blessings procured by 
Christ, without the personal and voluntary acts of repentance and faith ; does it 
not seem equally true, now, that none will suffer the higher penalties of the 
curse threatened to Adam, without their own voluntary transgression? If this 
be not the true state of the case, how can the superabounding of grace, asserted 
80 repeatedly in vs. 15—17, be in any way defended? If we say, that sentence 
of eternal perdition in its highest sense, comes upon all men by the offence of 
Adam ; and this without any act on their part, or even any voluntary concur 
rence in their present state and condition of existence, then, in order to make 
grace superabound over all this, how can we avoid the conclusion, that justifica- 
tion in its highest sense comes upon all men without their concurrence? 

Tam aware, indeed, that some commentators have made Adam here the 
representative of all the human race, and Christ the representative of only the 
elect. But this seems to me plainly to be forbidden by the nature and design of 
the contrast, as well as by the πάντας ἀνθρώπους in ver. 19. Nor is there any 
need of resorting to this forced and unnatural construction, (for so I cannot help 
feeling it to be,) if we take into view the suggestions above; viz., that on the one 
hand, blessings are proffered to all, blessings much greater than the evils occa~ 
sioned by the fall; which blessings still can be actually enjoyed, only through 
repentance and faith: while, on the other hand, eternal death is before all, i. e. 
all are exposed to it from their condition and circumstances, but a personal act, 
i.e. actua) sin, must necessarily precede it. I see not how to escape from this 
conclusion, unless I give up a part of the superabounding of the grace of the 
gospel, or else take the position that Christ is here presented as merely the head 
of the elect. The first cannot be given up, beeause the apostle so often asserts 
it; the last cannot be received, without doing violence to the laws of interpreta 
tion, and to the nature of the contrast presented. 

In regard to the superabounding of the grace of the gospel, it must be noted, 
in order to avoid mistake, that I do not construe it as appertaining to the 
number of its subjects, but to the number of offences forgiven by it, the greatness 
of evil removed by it, It is a point perfectly clear, that the superabounding 
cannot consist in the number of subjects to whom grace is extended; for the 
evils of Adam's fall extend to a// his race without exception, and how can the 
grace of Christ extend to more than all? ‘This makes it clear, that the super= 
abounding has reference to the forgiveness of the many offences which men 
commit, and which expose them to far greater evils than the one offence 
of Adam does; as it is asserted by the apostle in ver. 16. 

‘There is one other point, also, which should not be omitted in this reference 
to the superabounding of the grace of the gospel. This is, that the gospel 
places all men under a dispensation of grace, where penitent sinners can be 
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and accepted; while a dispensation of law, (such was that under 
which Adam was first placed,) subjects them te its penelzy without reprieve, for 
the first offence which they commit. It cannot escape netice, then. thet we are 
now, notwithstandmg the numeroes and dreadial evils eccastemed by the fll 
under a far more favourable dispensation m respect ὃ am epportumity fer 
making sure our final happiness, than we should have been by bemg placed = 
the original condition of Adam. Pres. Edwards has taken great μαῖα, im bs 
book on Original Sim (p. 324, seq.), to justify God's deaimes with Adam's per- 
terity,in charging Adam’s sin upon them, by endeavouring te shew, that mankind 
had a most favourable trial in Adam, and one which was mach more bkely, ἢ 
the nature of things, to result in their good, than if each had stoed upon his own 
trial. Now if there be any foundation for this, and indeed if we amaply admit 
that each in a state of mnoeence must have been tried as Adame was, then the 
fact that he fell, and the conclusion thence to he deduced by amalogy that they 
would fall, seems to render it pretty certam, that the whole of our race weald 
have been involved in final and irretrievable ruin by bemg placed under a law 
dispensation, as Adam first was. Grace superabounds, then, above the evils αἵ 
the fall, in that Adam lost for men only an innocent legal state—ome in which 
men were on trial, and from which they might fall; while Christ has procered 
for them a dispensation of grace, under which many and aggravated offences are 
no bar to the salvation of the penitent. 

I speak of a legal state m which men were to be on trial, because I am net 
able to find one text of Scripture, nor any good reasun, to support the idea, that 
if Adam had obeyed, all his posterity would have been born im a state not only 
of perfect, but of confirmed holiness. Where is one sentence in the book of 
God of such an import? And where is any argument to be obtained frem 
analogy? The angels have had their trial, and some of them “ kept not them 
first estate.” The first human pair had their trial, when directly from the hands 
of their Maker; and they fell But supposing they had not fallen; surely 
there is no ground to expect, that their posterity would have been born into a 
condition better than that in which the first pair were created. As far as we 
know any thing of the history of rational beings, so far it is clear, that it is the 
indispensable rule of divine moral government, that αὐ should be subject te ὦ 
state of trial. If then the views of Pres. Edwards and others on this subject, 
appear to be unsupported either by the Scriptures or by analogy, how can we 
admit them? And is not this truly the case? 

I return from this partial digression, however, and observe, that in regard to 
the extent of mischief on the one hand, and of blessings on the other, in the case 
under examination, so much is clear; viz., that a loss of an original state of 
holiness; an imperfect state or condition of our nature, in which it is certain 
that the sensual passions will get the victory and lead us to sin, and certain that 
we shall never have any holiness without being born again; and also a subjec- 
tion to many temporal trials and distresses; are evils brought upon all men by 
the fall—and on all without any distinction, and without any act or concurrence 
of their own. The antithesis to this is, that all men are placed by Christ under 
a dispensation in which they can be redeemed from the power and penalty of 
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their sins (with the exception that more or less of evil is, and as things now are 
must be, temporarily experienced in the present world); and that all men enjoy 
the bounties of Providence, the calls of mercy, and the offers of eternal life ; 
and thus much, without any act or concurrence of their own. This goes far 
towards satisfying all the demands which the nature of the apostle’s comparison 
requires. Indeed, we might rest fully satisfied with this, Allmen have indeed 
experienced evil, in consequence of Adam's fall; but all men are placed, on the 
whole, in a better situation at present, notwithstanding all the evils which they 
suffer, to secure their final happiness, than Adam was in his original state of 
trial, when the consequence of one offence was irremediable death. 

If then the τύπος of the apostle is to be understood as having reference to 
evils and blessings that come on all Adam's posterity without their concurrence 
or act, we find sufficient here to answer all the demands of ἃ τύπος. But if any 
insist that it shall be extended still farther, and be regarded as having respect to 
the highest penalty on the one hand, and the highest blessings on the other; then 
neither is the one inflicted, nor the other bestowed, without the concurrence of 
each individual, who sins and suffers for himself, or repents and believes for him- 
self in order to receive the highest blessings which Christ bestows. I do not 
object to extending the τύπος in such a way ; except that it must be understood, 
when thus extended, not of penalty in the higher sense as actually inflicted, nor 
of blessings in the higher sense as actually bestowed, but of exposedness to 
the penalty on the one hand, and exposedness (sit venia verbo comparationis 
causi) to blessings on the other. Nothing more than this can indeed ever be 
made out; for that everlasting death will actually be inflicted on all of Adam's 
race, of course can never be proved; and as little, therefore, can it be made out, 
that everlasting life will actually be bestowed on all. This subject, properly 
considered, will afford relief to the mind, which is struggling with difficulty 
arising from the assertions of the apostle, which represent the blessings procured 
by redemption as being coextensive with the mischiefs introduced by the fall. 
‘The evils and blessings in question are in many important respects coextensive; 
and in their highest sense, they are both suspended on something which is to be 
done on the part of man, in order either to suffer the one, or to enjoy the other, 
What hinders, then, that Adam in respect to the evils which he introduced, 
should be contrasted (as Paul has contrasted him) with Christ, in respect to the 
blessings introduced by the latter? 

Will it be said, that I am not consistent with myself in some of these repre- 
sentations ; for in my remarks on θάνατος in ver. 12, I have laboured to shew 
that it means evil of every kind, both in this world and that which is to come; 
while in my remarks in the paragraphs immediately preceding, I have repre- 
sented men as exposed to temporal evils only, on Adam's account? If this should 
be said, my reply is, that I have only done what the apostle had before done, 
viz. represented all men us subject to death in the sense above maintained, 
“because that all have sinned.” Just so far as personal sin goes, so far death 
follows in its train, death spiritual and eternal. But it does not follow that the 
highest and immeasurably the greatest part of the penalty must of course be 
connected, in every instance, with the suffering of some temporary and inferior 
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detract from the superabounding of the blessings which the gospel has intro- 
duced. I observe, 

(4) That the τύπος is not between the person of Adam as such, and that of 
Christ. The apostle does not undertake to compare the personal qualities of the 
one with those of the other; it is the act of one and its consequences, which 
is compared with the act of the other and its consequences. It is παράπτωμα 
and κατάκριμα on one side, and ὑπακοή and δικαίωμα on the other. Nor, 

(5) Does the apostle any where declare Adam to be the federal head and 
representative of all his posterity; nor Christ to be the federal head of his 
spiritual children. It is indispensable, indeed, to the admission of this idea, 
that Christ be regarded as the federal head of the elect only. But we have seen, 
that the representations of the whole passage do not accord with such an 
exegesis. Indeed, the whole doctrine about federal head appears to have had 
its rise in the time of Augustine; it was variously modified and represented by 
the Schoolmen ; but never fully developed in its present form, until the time of 
Cocceius, who gave occasion to it by his manner of considering the covenants of 
Inw and grace. Whatever may be correct or incorrect in the usual representa- 
tions about federal head, it appears to be superadded to the Scriptures; there 
being nothing in the Old Testament or the New, that I can find, which contains 
any such declarations, At the most, the point in question can never prefer any 
higher claims to our reception, than that of being a deduction from what is said. 
It is a deduction which seems, in some respects, to present nothing inconsistent 
with biblical doctrine ; but I may safely add, that ¢his particular form of theology 
does not seem to be essential, either to the Christian doctrine of depravity or of 
redemption. 

But I must not dismiss the subject of τύπος, or comparison between Adam 
and Christ, without noting, 

(6) That Calvin points out two other exceptions to resemblance, two 
points of dissimilitude, between Adam and Christ, which he says the apostle did 
not think unworthy of notice, but which he omitted to notice, merely because the 
turn of his discourse did not allow him to do it, These are, (@) “ Quod peccato 
Adw non per solam imputationem damnamur, acsi alieni peceati exigeretur a 
nobis pena; sed ideo ejus poenam sustinemus, quia et culpa sumus rei, quatenua 
scilicet natura nostra in ipso vitiata, iniquitatis reatu obstringitur apud Deum, 
“ At per Christi justitiam alio modo in salutem restituimur; neque enim id 
nobis accepta fertur, quia intra nos sit, sed quod Christum ipsum cum bonis suis 
omnibus, Patris largitate nobis donatum, possidemus.” Calvin then adds (which 
let those note well, who hold that Christ's righteousness does in a proper sense 
become our own): “Ttaque donum justitie non qualitatem qua nos Deus 
imbuat, nt perperam quidam interpretantur, sed gratwitam justitice imputationem 
significat."” 

(6) Altera [differentia] est, quod non ad omnes homines pervenit Christi 
beneficium, quemadmodum universum suum genus damnatione Adam involvit.”” 
He then goes on to state that the ground of this is, that our corruption comes in 
the course of nature (he means that it is transmitted by natural generation), and 
so pervades the whole mass; but we must possess faith in order to participate in 


316 EXCURSUS IV. ON ROM. V. 14. 


the biesames proffered by Christ. To be depraved it is necessary only to be a 
man: to participate im the nghteousness of Christ, one must be a believer. The 
infants of bebevers have by covenant a right of adoption, by which they come 
imto communion with Christ: other infants are not at all exempt from the com- 
mon lot.” Cosnm. on Rom. v.17. 

Bat bere one is led spontaneously to ask: How can it be shewn, that such = 
have never voluntarily done good or evil, do, merely by the possession of 3 
haman nature, become obnoxious to death in the higher and more dreadful 
sence of this word ; and especially, after consulting Rom. ix. 11, and meditating 
deliberately upen the sentiment which it involves, how can one affirm this of 
infants: In regard to the extent of evils and of blessings through Adam and 
Carist respectively. I have said all which I deem requisite in the paragraphs 
above. In the sense im which one is suffered or liable to be suffered, 20 the 
other is enjoved or is accessible. I feel no need of exempting extent from the 
Temes or comparison. 

With regard to another point, namely, how or why Adam's posterity become 
able. hke himself, to sentence of death, Calvin, hike most of the leading and 
distinguished divines of the Reformation. held that Adam's sin or guilt is trans 
ferred from him to us. by natural descent; and that it is because we are ene 
with him in respect to crime. that we become one with him in respect to punish- 
ment. The same sentiment be inculcates in his Comm. on Rom. v. 12. 

It is time to bring these remarks to a close. Before I do this, however, I shall 
take the liberty once more to present very briefly the sum of them. 

I. Poixrs oF pissimrurrceps. (1) The whole is contrast ; the nature of the 
things presented on each part. is cissimilar and opposite; sin and misery are on 
the one side, righteousness and happiness on the other. (2) The degree or 
measure of evil occasioned by Adam, is greatly exceeded by the blessings which 
Christ procures. (3) It is not the person of Adam as such, nor of Christ a 
such, which is the object of the τυπος" it is παράπτωμα and κατάκριμα 2s con 
nected with the one, and vwaxog and δικαίωμα as connected with the other. 
(4) There is nothing in our text, or in the meaning of τύπος, which asserts, or 
obliges us to receive, the usual doctrine of federal head in Adam and in Christ; 
although there are certain things taught, which would not seem to disagree, in 
ἃ certain sense, with such ἃ construction. 

II. Potxts of acrcat stuirrrcps. (1) Sin and misery were introduced by 
the one ; pardon and happiness by the ofher. The similitude here respects the 
one individual, as being the cause or occasion of 930 many important conse 
quences; in other words, Adam and Christ were each authors of what affected 
the whole human race. (2) All men are, without exception, affected by Adam's 
fall, so as to subject them to many evils here, and to expose them to death im 
the highest sense; while all men, on the other band, do receive blessings in this 
world which are more than a counterbalance of the evils that Adam occasioned, 
aud they enjoy access to eternal life in a surer and more certain way than that 
which was first enjoyed by Adam. 

Let the reader now fix his thoughts on the real similitudes designed, and he 
will then find the remainder of the text immediately before us comparatively easy. 
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EXCURSUS V. 


On Rom. v.19, διὰ τῆς παρακοῆς τοῦ ἑνὸς ἀνθρώπου ἁμαρτωλοὶ κατεστάθησαν 
οἱ πολλοί. (ρ. 235.) 


Having said so much in my Commentary, in order to make some explanations 
with regard to this subject, I now feel compelled to say still more, in order to 
prevent any misunderstanding of what I have said. I design also to propose some 
additional considerations to reflecting minds, relative to the interesting, embar- 
rassing, and much disputed topic of original sin. All the questions which may 
easily be asked relative to it, never have been answered, and probably never will 
be, in the present world; but free and full discussion may contribute to cast 
‘some light on the most important and interesting of them. I cannot expect, 
indeed, as matters now are in respect to theological sentiment, that every reader 
will approve of all my views; but I may ask, and I do hope that each one will 
cheerfully grant me permission, ἀληθεύειν ἔν ἀγάπῃ. 

In what I have to say, (which of course must here be only in the way of mere 
hints,) I shall begin by a brief review of the various theories which have been 
proposed and defended, in regard to the influence of Adam's sin upon his 
posterity. 

1. The common theory of the Symbols or Creeds of the Reformed Churches, 
and of the leading divines in them of earlier times, is as follows: viz. Original 
sin consists, (1) In the want of original righteousness, (2) In the positive and 
entire corruption of our nature, i. δι in the existence of forbidden lusts and de- 
sires connate with us, which are positively evil in themselves, and deserving of 
damnation ; and are also the root and ground of all other evil in us. (3) Not 
only have men lost original righteousness, and become by natural generation the 
subjects of desires and affections positively bad, but they have lost their freedom 
to do good, and are now free only to do evil, and in rebus civilibus. (4) All 
these evils, i.e. the whole of this state and condition, is propagated from one man 
to another by natural generation. (5) Hereditary depravity, still, is not a part 
of our concreated substance ; it is not one of the pura naturalia ;* but itiy an in- 
variable accident of the same. (6) The prevailing sentiment has been, that the 
sin of Adam is charged tous; and that on account of this, as well as of heredi- 
tary depravity, independently of all actual sin, we are justly subjected to the 
penalty of the second death. Melanchthon called this impia opinio, at first ; but 
he seems gradually to have given way to it; Bretschn. Dogmatik, II. p. 36, 
2d edit. (7) The prevailing sentiment has been, that original sin, as thus de- 
fined, is fixed, constant, invariable, unaffected by time or circumstances, and 
uniform in all ages, in all nations, and among all individuals. Pres. Edwards 


* So the old school divines call those qualities which are essential to human nature, 
assuch, What makes a good man or a bad one, is one of the aceidentia, and not 
essence; what is necessary to make a man or human being, belongs to the pura 
naturatia, 
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(4) There are other difficulties. ‘ Original win,’ it is said, ‘is uniform and 
invariable, in all circumstances, ages, and individuals.’ It is, then, not capable 
either of increase, diminution, or modification. The most ardent piety dimi- 
nishes it not; the highest profligacy does not add to it. The children of the 
most eminent saint, and of the veriest fiend, are on the footing of entire equality 
in this respect. 

How can one help asking, now, whether there is indeed any sin among men, 
in their present state, (if perhaps what is called the unpardonable sin be 
excepted,) which is incapable of all diminution, increase, or modification, by 
any actions whatever on the part of the individual who is the subject of it? 
Does the Bible reveal to us a sin, which is incapable of diminution by the 
sanctifying grace of God, by penitence, self-denial, and a holy life? Or which 
is incapable of increase by abandoned wickedness? What would any man say 
to this, who had simply read the Scriptures, and never been’ trained to system 
in theology? 

And here the pressure is so great, that inconsistency usually comes in to the 
relief of such palpable difficulties. The divines of the Reformation hold, 
beyond all question, that regenerating and sanctifying grace do diminish the 
power of sin—of all sin, Admitting this now, as we surely must, then we may 
be permitted to ask: Why should original sin be still propagated in its full 
strength? Is it Adam that begets us, or our immediate ancestor? 

(5) ‘ Original sin,’ they say, ‘is not concreated ; it is not one of the pura 
naturalia ; it is accidence, not substance ;' and yet it is ‘invariable, uniform, 
always and every where.’ Now logicians tell us, that only substantial and 
essential qualities have such predicates as these last. Is it not a contradiction, 
then, to assign to original sin a nature uniform and invariable, and yet to deny 
that it is an essential part of the human constitation ? 

(6) We are told, that ‘original sin is the cause and ground of all actual sin.’ 
Yet we are also told, that ‘original sin is equal, uniform, and invariable in all.’ 
Of course, then, all must originally be equally depraved; and under the like 
temptations, all must exhibit the very same degrees of wickedness. ‘The same 
cause, in the same degree, must produce the same effect, whenever there are no 
special counteracting causes. But this is contrary to fact. Not only do men 
in a natural state, who belong to the same neighbourhood, but those of the 
same family, differ widely from each other as to the degree of their wickedness. 
How then can a cause exist, uniform in degree as well as nature, which does 
not produce uniform effects in the same circumstances? 

(7) If Adam’s sin be propagated in the way of natural generation, then why 
were not his other sins (as well as his first one) committed before the pro- 
creation of his children, propagated to his descendants? And why, as before 
asked, are not his penitence and pardon propagated, as well as his sin and 
punishment? 

(8) If propagation be the ground of transmitting sin, then why are not alll the 
sins of all our ancestors, from Adam down to ourselves, bronght down upon us, 
and propagated to us? In this way, why must not the sins of Adam’s posterity 
for ever go on, in the way of an arithmetical progression? 
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not in fact? For myself. 1 can only say, that all the elements of my moral 
nature set themselves spontamecusily im array against seach a representation 
as this. It is one of these cases. which make it necesssry for me to be made 
over again, and have new and different faculties, before I can acimit its trath 
Nor, 

(2) Can it be brought, in any tolerable measure, to accord with the views 
which the Bible gives of divine justice. How can we make it harmonize with 
the declarations in Ezek. xviii? Or with many other parts of the Bible of the 
same tenor? Bat this is not all; for, 

(3) The supposition contains a ὕστερον πρότερον within itself. According 
to the tenor of it, punishment begins before the crime. It is cosetaneous with 
the original elements of our being. It begins before distinct perception, and 
understanding, and reason, and moral sense, are developed. It begins ante- 
cedent to all sense of duty, and antecedent to all knowledge of moral rule. 
Such punishment, therefure, precedes transgression, for " where there is no law. 
there is no transgression ;" and surely there is no law, where there is no moral 


EXCURSUS V. ON ROM, V. 19. 521 


sense, nor reason, nor understanding, ner perception. But how can justice 
make punishment precede transgression? “The soul that sinneth shall die,” 
is the order in which Heaven has placed the matter. Sin comes first; punish- 
ment is the fruit or consequence. By the theory before us, the reverse is the 
case. Punishment precedes all personal demerit; and sin follows on as the result 
of our punishment! 

Nor is this at all relieved, by saying that ‘sin does precede punishment, in 
this case, inasmuch as it is Adam's sin for which we are punished,’ fur this is 
only affirming, that putative or supposititious guilt, is followed by real and 
actual punishment. How does this diminish the difficulty of the case? 

* But after all,’ it will doubtless be said, ‘you have repeatedly admitted the 
idea, that all of Adam's posterity are affected by his offence, and have sustained 
great losses thereby, and are subjected to many evils. Why should you now 
decry the very sentiment which you have so often admitted?’ 

‘That I have admitted thus much, in regard to the present world, and suffer- 
ings in our present state, and also the moral degradation of our nature, in con- 
sequence of Adam's fall, I readily concede. I do fully believe all this. But 
this is, after all, something very different from proper punishment. The fall of 
Adam brought our race into a new state of probation, one exceedingly different 
in several respects, from that in which he himself first was. ‘The whole race are 
now heirs by nature of a frail and dying state; they are no longer in that state 
or condition, in which they are inclined to holiness. And this comes on all, 
without any concurrence of theirown. But all this too, may still be regarded in 
another light than that of simple punishment. It is trial; it is discipline; it is 
probation, sui generis. Adam has brought us into this state, I freely concede. 
But Christ has more than made good all its apparent or real disadvantages. 
“Grace superabounds.” If evils come on our race because of Adam's sin, 
more, far more, than an equivalent is rendered for them, by the grace of the 
gospel. On the whole, then, our present condition is not to be viewed in the 
simple light of punishment for Adam’s sin; but in that of trial or probation sui 
generis, adapted to our fallen nature, and adapted to restore us to the original 
image of God in which man was created. Not that in itself alone, our con- 
dition would be such as I have now described; but viewed in relation to what 
Christ has done for us, it has become suc, What would be proper to preserve 
beings perpetually holy, in their pure and happy state, may be quite different, in 
some respects, from that which is necessary to restore beings to holiness, who 
now possess a fallen nature. ΑἹ] evil, or suffering and trial in the present 
world, is not punishment; and all which we have not brought on ourselves by 
our own sin and folly, may be well regarded in the light of discipline, which is 
adapted to our present condition. 

There is, also, an inexpressible difference between our temporary evils here» 
and the endless miseries of a future world. ‘The theory which I am opposing, 
makes all our race the heirs of the latter, antecedent to any voluntary exercise 
of their own, and merely on the ground of Adam's offence. If this were true, 
then would it follow, that Rom. v. 12—19 establishes a redemption from future 
misery as wide as the mischief of Adam's sin has spread ; and this without any 
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act on the part of the sinner. But as such a redemption would be a contradic 
tion of the first principles of the New Testament; s0 its corresponding ant: 
thesis, i.e. the mischiefs occasioned by Adam, cannot, in themselves, be the 
direct, efficient, and universal cause or ground of the eternal damnation of all 
men. If so, the whole comparison must be destroyed, L e. the actual resemblance 
of the two cases be virtually denied; for men by their own repentance and 
faith, and only on this condition, become partakers of the highest blessings of 
the gospel ; their own acts, then, must make them the final heirs of eternal 
damnation. 

For these reasons, while I admit that many things, which in and by them 
selves are evils, were brought on all our race by our original progenitor, yet I 
hold, at the same time, that there is more than a balance for them, conferred on 
all, or proffered to all, by Christ. But in regard to the second death, my belief 
is, that it must be an act strictly our own, which subjects us to this ; as really 
and truly as it must be an act of our own, viz. that of repenting and believing, 
in order to secure an interest in the salvation proffered to us. 

I cannot admit, therefore, the theory above exhibited; nor can I persuade 
myself, that the same objections may be justly made against the views which | 
have admitted above, as may be made against the theory under consideration. 
This theory seems, in fact, to be much more exceptionable than the opinioa αἵ 
the Reformers in general, which has been examined under No. I., and which 
professes to make our own actual guilt precede our punishment. 

III. Another explanation of the meaning of Rom. v. 12—19 has been, that 
Adam first set the example of sinning, and his posterity have only followed bis 
bad example. 

This explanation denies the degenerate condition of Adam's posterity, and 
places them, in effect, on the same ground with him in his original state of 
holiness. But this is not only contrary to the numerous declarations of the 
Scriptures, but irrelevant to the subject which the apostle is labouring te 
illustrate. For if only the force of Adam's example has led his posterity to sin, 
how can we account for the sins of such of his posterity, as never knew any 
thing of his example? Or if example be the principal or leading cause of all 
sin, then whose example did Adam follow, when he committed the frst sin! 
And why charge the occasion of our sins upon Adam, if example be the 
principal ground of them, when they should with much more propriety be 
charged upon those of Adam's posterity, who are immediately connected with 
each individual that sins? On the whole, this theory is palpably unsatisfactory, 
and insufficient to remove the difficulties in question. Especially must ix 
be so considered, when we take into view the ezpiatory death of Christ 
as the ground of justification. For if, as the theory in question represents, 
the example of Adam was the occasion of the sin and death of all men; 
then must it follow, that the example of Christ is the cause of obedience 
and life to all men. This is, indeed, a doctrine which has been taught br 
some; but clearly not by the Apostle Paul, nor by any of his colleagues in 
office. 

We come, then, 
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IV. Τὸ the simple facts and declarations of Paul, and of the Scriptures, 
relative to the subject before us. These are, 

1. That Adam's first sin was connected with the sin and consequent 
condemnation of all his posterity. It was, in some sense or other, a preparatory 
or occasional cause. Setting aside the implied affirmation of this in ver. 12, 
(εἰσῆλθε ..., διῆλθε,) it is expressly asserted in ver. 15, that τῷ τοῦ ἑνὸς 
παραπτώματι οἱ πολλοὶ ἀπέθανον" in ver. 16, we have τὸ μὲν γὰρ κρίμα ἐξ 
ἑνὸς εἰς κατάκριμα" in ver. 17, τῷ τοῦ ἑνὸς παραπτώματι ὁ θάνατος ἐβασίλευσε 
διὰ τοῦ évds* in ver. 18, δι᾽ ἑνὸς παραπτώματος, εἰς πάντας ἀνθρώπους εἰς 
κατάκριμα" and in ver. 19, διὰ τῆς παρακοῆς τοῦ ἑνὸς ἀνθρώπου ἁμαρτωλοὶ 
κατεστάθησαν οἱ πολλοί. It seems to me to be impossible, without doing 
violence to the Scriptures, to deny that Adam's first offence is here asserted to 
have a connexion with, or an influence upon, the sin and consequent con- 
demnation of all his posterity. But now, is not said. Let the reader mark 
this well. Paul neither asserts that Adarn’s sin is propagated; nor that it is 
imputed to us without any act of our own; nor that it is ours merely by the 
force of example. Nor does he say, that hereditary depravity is the ground 
and cause of all sin, (how could he say this, when Adam sinned without it?) 
nor that we are condemned without being actual sinners. All this has 
been often said for him, and in his name; but he does not once say this 
for himself. Why now should we attribute to him our own theories, and 
then insist on their being a part of Scripture? At all events, if we can 
make out any theory, as to the modus of original sin, it must be merely by 
deductions from what the apostle has here said, or from other declarations 
of the Scriptures, which we can find elsewher How much can be made 
out in this latter way, we shall have further occasion to inquire in the sequel. 

2. We may justly gather from Rom. v. 12—19, that the evil consequences of 
‘Adam's act, may be placed in antithesis to the good which Christ has procured 
for the human race. The apostle goes no farther, in this passage, than to 
declare that on the one hand sin and death were occasioned by Adam; on the 
other, righteousness and life are introduced by Christ. But from other parts of 
his writings we learn, that men in a state of nature, i.e. before regeneration, are 
all destitute of any holiness; and that all who can sin, have sinned. Of course 
we necessarily draw the inference, that men are born destitute of such a 
disposition to holiness as Adam had in his primitive state; and this from the 
fact that they never, before regeneration, do any thing which is truly good and 
holy, but always sin in all their actions of a moral nature. This makes a wide 
difference between their present natural state, and the original condition of 
Adam. And into this natural state they are born, as we have reason to 
conclude, in consequence of Adam's fall. Although the apostle does not 
specifieate the particular point in which the fall injured all men, yet as he so 
often asserts the fact itself that it did injure them, ‘it must of course be allowed, 
that in some way or other the truth of this fact is developed. In what way, 
then, is this developed, if not in the manner just stated, viz. by our being born 
into a state destitute of all disposition to holiness, and with passions and 
appetites, which, situated as we are, will certainly lead us to sin, and aloays 

LL? 


EXCURSUS V. ON ROM, V, 19. 525 


come on all without exception through the act of Adam, may be made the 
means of spiritual good; he has placed all men, destitute of righteousness such 
as Adam had in his original state, under a dispensation of merey and pardon, 
where salvation is more accessible and certain to the penitent, than it was in 
paradise to Adam, while under a mere law dispensation; and to all those who 
bring on themselves the higher penalty of the divine law by their own personal 
ill-desert, he has procured eternal redemption, if they will accept it, Is it not 
true, then, that “ grace superabounds?" Are we obliged to reject the doctrine 
of our fall in Adam, as either improbable, or as dishonourable to God? 

But I must leave a multitude of interesting questions, because of my limits; 
remembering that my main design is commentary, not didactic theology. A 
few miscellaneous remarks, however, all of which pertain to topics of import- 
ance, (but which, from the nature of the present case, cannot be arranged in the 
order of a regular dissertation,) I cannot, out of justice to myself and my sub- 
ject, refrain from making. 

I. There are serious difficulties in the way of those, who maintain that original 
sin consists in a disposition or inclination that is connate with us, is antecedent 
to all sinful choice and volition, and is in itself not only sinful, but the basis and 
ground of all subsequent sin. For, (a) Adam sinned without this. (J) The 
apostle appears to contradict this in Rom. ix. 11, “ The children being not yet 
born, neither having done any good or evil.” If it be said, that done good or 
evil here means only the external actions ; Pres. Edwards and others who 
maintain the above theory, have precluded themselves from such a reply, by 
averring that “ nothing is good or bad, except as it proceeds from a good or bad 
principle or disposition of the mind ;” which principle, with them, is antecedent 
to all choice and agtion. Consequently, when the apostle denies that the 
children had done either good or evil, he must deny that there was any prineiple 
of good or evil in them, if this theory be trae. Nor is this all. Bad deeds and 
good ones, evil done or good done, every one should know, means, in the 
language of the Bible, every kind of evil and good, whether internal or external. 
When it is said that “ God will reward every man according to his works,” the 
meaning surely is not ' according to merely his external actions.’ The account 
of infants in Is, vii. 15,16; in Jonah iv.11; andin Deut. i. 39; com 
with Rom. iv, 15, 1 John iii.4, James iv, 17, Luke xii, 47, 48. John ix. 41. 
xv.22—24, Rom. i, 20, 21, 32, casts strong light on the explicit declaration of 
Paul in Rom. ix. 11. For the substance of these declarations of the Scriptures, 
is, that “to him who knoweth to do good, and doeth it not, it is sin;” that 
where there is no such knowledge, i.e. “ where there is no law, there is no 
transgression,” for “ sin is ἀνομία," i.e. want of conformity to law; of course a 
voluntary nonconformity must be meant, the voluntary nonconformity of an 
intelligent, rational, moral, free agent ; for no other is capable of sin, unless we 
would maintain that inanimate substances, and brutes, and ideots, and madmen, 
are sinners. Thus one class of texts above cited, teaches. Another class as 
clearly shews, that our sins bear an exact proportion, in respect to their 
heinousness, to the degree of light which we have, and the motives to holy 
obedience by which we are urged; all which of course implies, that if we were 
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in a state in which we had no light, and were incapable of perceiving or feeling 
the force of any motives, then we should not be sinners. Another class, 
moreover, developes to us very clearly, that infants are incapable of the 
knowledge in question. Even of the child Immanuel is this explicitly asserted; 
and the assertion is made, moreover, concerning him after his birth, Is. vii. 15, 
16. The very same thing is explicitly affirmed alao by Moses, concerning all 
the very young children of the Israelites: “ Your children, which in that day 
had no knowledge between good and evil,” Deut. i.39. To the same purpose 
is the text in Jonahiv. 11. It is the like view of little children, which the 
Saviour presents, when he says to his disciples: ““ Except ye be converted and 
become as little children, ye shall not enter into the kingdom of heaven," 
Matt. xviii. 3. Again: “ Suffer little children to come unto me, for of such is 
the kingdoin of heaven,” Matt. xix.14. Mark x. 13. Luke xviii. 15, 16. So 
likewise the apostle Paul: ‘“‘ Howbeit, in malice be ye children,” 1 Cor. xiv. 20. 
These comparisons do not imply, that little children are positively holy. I 
know of no declaration in the Bible of such import. But they do seem to imply, 
that they are innocent, (innocuous,) i.e. that they are not the subjects of 
positively sinful passions and affections, such as malice, ambition, &c.; for oa 
any other ground, how could they be made the objects of such a comparison as 
they here are? 

And now what says conscience, to such declarations of the divine word as 
these? Can these declarations accord with the view of connate depravity held 
up by Pres. Edwards and the Symbols of the Reformation? According to them, 
sin exists antecedent to all volition, choice, or action; it is connate and innate; 
it is invariable and invincible ; for it is propagated uniformly by natural genera- 
tion; the children of the highest saint have just as much of it as the children of 
the vilest profligate; and what is more than all, it is this very sin, as Edwards 
most explicitly maintains, which is not only the ground and root of all actual 
sin, but it does itself include all the guilt which a man can have, inasmuch as 
al] virtuous or vicious choice 13 no further virtuous or vicious, except as it pro- 
ceeds from a virtuous temper or disposition of mind which preceded it; Edwards 
on Orig. Sin, p. 149 seq. How Adam could have sinned, on this ground, re- 
mains, I must think, a problem incapable of solution ; for he surely had, accord- 
ing to the same writer, a holy disposition, antecedently to the first act of sin. 
But dismissing this, I remark, that the theory of Pres. Edwards on this point, 
and that of most of the older Reformers along with him, (not to speak of Augus- 
tine and many others,) does seem to me to be plainly at variance with the 
explicit declarations of the Scriptures, to which I have adverted above, and 
equally at variance with the first dictates of our unbiassed feelings and our rea- 
son. All men pronounce infants to be innocent, until theory bids them contra- 
dict this. The spontaneous conclusion of every moral feeling and of conscience, 
is, that “ where there is no law, there is no transgression.” Nay, I may say, 
that the distinction every where admitted, among the very divines themselves 
who defend the Symbols of the Reformation—the distinction made in respect to 
original and actual sin, does of itself shew that their minds, after all, struggled 
to get away from the repulsivo parts of their theory. Pres. Edwards, indeed, 
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goes deeper into this matter; and doing away actual sin, resolves all sin into the 
antecedent. disposition, i.e, into original sin or connate depravity, p. 150, 
Thus, before children have any knowledge at all, yea, while they are in the 
womb, they are not only sinners, but all the sin which is ever to be committed 
by them, is in them in embryo. Gerhard, the ὁ πάνυ of the older Lutheran 
divines, who has written a system of theology in twenty-two quarto volumes, 
says, explicitly : “‘ Semen, ex quo formamur, est immundum, et peccato infectum," 
Vol. IV. p. 326; an assertion which, extravagant as it may seem, is as capable 
of defence, as that an infant in the womb is an actual sinner; which the apostle 
Paul explicitly denies, Rom. ix. 11. 

Much then and sincerely as I reverence the immortal men who fought the 
battles of the Reformation, and those who have followed in their steps, and illus- 
trated and defended what they wrote; much as I reverence that most eminent 
man of God, Pres. Edwards, one of the deepest thinkers, clearest reasoners, 
and most pious ministers that has lived in any age or country; yet I feel bound 
to reverence what I must regard as the decisions of the Bible still more. Those 
decisions relative to the point in question, do seem to me, after long and painful 
examination, to be plainly and explicitly against them; and my creed as a Pro- 
testant is, that the Scriptures are the survicient and oxy rule of faith and 
practice. 

Of course it cannot for ἃ moment be supposed, that such men as the Refor- 
mers and their followers would have defended the doctrine that has been 
questioned above, unless they apprehended that the Scriptures could be justly 
appealed to as defending it. Accordingly they have appealed to many 
texts for this purpose, Such are John iii. 6. 1 Cor. ii. 14,15, Rom. iii. 9— 
24. ν. 6—10. Eph. ii. 1, ὃ, 5. Rom. v. 12-19. Gen. vi. 5. viii, 21. 
Job xv. 14--16. Prov, xxii. 15, and others of a similar tenor; all of 
which prove that the natural unregenerate state of man, is a state of alienation 
from God, and one which needs the regenerating and sanetifying influence of 
the Spirit of God; and no more. But whem this state of alienation begins, is not 
decided by these, or by any such texts. Whether it be, as Gerhard maintains, 
in semine ; or whether it belongs to the infant in the womb, as Edwards and the 
Reformers maintain; the sacred writers do not declare, by any or all of such 
texts. Gerhard, however, appeals to Ps. li. 5, in support of his assertion; so 
also, the Reformers and their advocates in respect to this point, appeal to the 
same text in support of the like assertion. And generally this text is the object 
of direct and special appeal, on the part of those who maintain the connate and 
innate depravity of infants. Ps. li. 5, literally translated, rans thus: “ Behold, 
Iwas bor in iniquity; and in sin did my mother conceive me.” To whom 
then does the iniquity spoken of in this place belong? To the mother or the 
child? I venture to say, that exegetical considerations alone considered, must 
leave this ease doubtful. It may be, that David means to say here : ‘I am sinful 
and descended from a transgressor!’ i. e. I am the degenerate plant of a strange 
vine, Rosenmiiller however, and after him Bretschneider (Dogmatik II. p.47), 
maintain, as most others had before dove, that the words must be applied 
to the child. And why? Because, say they, ‘it is ratio misericordie which 
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David makes use of;’ i. e. David urges his native depravity as an appeal to 
compassion, and as an apology for his sin. A singular reason enough, in a 
Psalm of such humbling confession as this contains ! 

But I will allow, for the sake of argument, that the passage applies to David, 
and not to his mother. Then comes the question: Are the words to be Kterally 
understood? Ifyou maintain this, (and this is maintained by those who defend 
the usual doctrine of original sin,) then I ask, how is Ps. lviii. 3 to be explained : 
The wicked are estranged from the womb; they go astray as soon as they are 
born, speaking lies.” Now when this latter affirmation, in its literal sense, can 
be made out, then may we take the former part of the verse in its literal sense— 
and then also we may take Ps. li. 5 in its literal sense. But we cannot with 
propriety do this, until the exegesis in question is made out. 

Nor is it a singular thing that the expression here is to be taken in a modified 
sense. God says of Jeremiah: ‘ Before thou camest forth out of the womb, I 
sanctified thee,” i. 6. set thee apart as a prophet, Jer. i.5. So. Gal. i. 15, 16. 
Such an expression is a strong one, which is intended to designate the earlier 
period of one’s life. But what kind of life is intended in Ps. li. 5, moral οἵ 
physical life? The nature of the case is a sufficient answer. At all events, if 
the exegesis which is put on this passage by the advocates for the usual views of 
original sin, be correct, then doea it appear to contradict the explicit declaration 
of Paul in Rom. ix. 11. Consequently this exegesis cannot be consistently 
urged; for the sense of the latter passage is clear, and is made so by the 
exigency of the place and the nature of the apostle’s reasoning. 

To maintain that infants may have original sin, which is the cause and ground 
of all other sins, and comprises the guilt of them all; and yet to maintain with 
Paul, that ‘‘the children who are not yet born have done neither good nor 
evil;” is impossible, unless we can shew that the Bible sets forth two sorts of 
sin, the one connate. and the other the result of choice and action. But where 
are these to be found? Nay—supposing such a distinction to be made—how 
could Paul affirm of children not born, that they have done neither good nor 
evil, provided they have the ground and cause of all evil in them, and that which 
renders all their subsequent actions criminal? How could he do this, when 
actions, doing, ἔργα, are in the Scriptures predicated of the internal as well as 
the external man? 

Fully to vindicate all that I have said in the few paragraphs above, would 
demand a book, instead of a few pages. I have only to add, therefore, that so 
strongly does this view of Paul and of common moral feeling impress itself on 
the mind, that Pres. Edwards, although his book is mainly built on entirely an 
opposite theory, viz. the usual one in respect to positive sinfulness antecedent 
to all choice and action, not only intimates that a different view is reasonable, 
but occupies a whole chapter in order to establish it. In p. 28 he says: “ It is 
agreeable to the sentiments of the best divines, that all sin originally comes from 
a defective or privative cause.” In Part LV. chap. ii. p. 307, seq., he has argued 
at length against the idea of “ any evil quality being infused, implanted, or 
wrought into our nature by any posifive cause or influence whatever, either of 
God or the creature ; or of supposing that man is conceived and born with a 
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fountain of evil in his heart, such as is any thing properly positive.” He goes 
‘on to aver, that “ the absence of positive good principles,” and “ the withhold- 
ing of special divine influence,” and the “leaving of the common natural prin- 
ciples of self-love, natural appetite, &c. which were in man in innocence,” is 
sufficient to account for all the corruption that appears among men. A signal 
instance, indeed, of the triumph of the spontaneous feelings of our moral nature 
over the power of system! For in his whole book, he has gone directly counter 
to this; assuming the common theory of the Protestant creeds, viz. that there 
is a positive unholy principle, connate with man, which is itself a sin worthy of 
eternal death, and is the basis of all other sins. But here, supposing man “ to 
have only the common natural principles which were in him in a state of 1nxo~ 
cence,” he finds no difficulty in accounting for it, that he becomes altogether 
corrupt. What is this, but to bear spontaneous testimony to the views of Paul, 
in Rom. ix. 11, and to the first and simple dictates of moral feeling? 

IL. Itis more important that we should know our Jost condition in our natural 
state, than it is that we should know how it came about. Accordingly, there is 
nothing in all the Old Testament, not even in Gen. iii. which gives a history of the 
fall of man, that turns our attention to the connexion of Adam with his posterity, 
or represents him as their federal head, or shews the influence which his sin has 
had upon them. There is nothing in the New Testament which does this, ex- 
cepting Rom. ν. 12—19. 1 Cor. xy. 22, I am aware that many other texts 
have, by construction, been made to speak so; but I cannot help the conviction 
that it is not voluntary testimony, And now, when Paul brings up the subject, 
in both instances it is solely for the sake of contrasting the evils occasioned by 
Adam with the good occasioned by Christ, in order to set off the latter to the best 
advantage. Why should we make so much of this subject, as some do, while 
the Scriptures have thus treated it? That we are in a ruinous state; that we 
must perish without redemption ; that we deserve to perish; are plain, incon- 
trovertible facts. That we must be born again in order to see the kingdom of 
God, and that we are “ by nature,” i.e. in our natural unregenerate state, 
“children of wrath,” is clear. That the sin of Adam was connected with all 
our evils in some way, is certain. More than this, i.e. the manner in which 
this connexion is occasioned, we may dispense with knowing, until we can find 
it taught in the Scriptures. 

Is it not a matter of surprise, in case the sacred writers did really estimate 
the comparative importance of the subject of our connexion with Adam as 
some modern divines have done, that such a deep silence should pervade the 
Old Testament concerning it, and that in the New Testament only Paul should 
break this silence in but two instances, and in each of these, merely for the sake 
of presenting a contrast, which is designed to magnify the work of Christ? 

ILI. Which now, of the two principal views taken of the natural state of man, 
presents the most cogent reasons for penitence and humility? Which inculcates 
the deepest sense of our need of a Saviour? 

Can there be any doubt as to the answer? If man, fallen’as he is, has still in 
his fallen state all the faculties necessary to do good, and has a moral sense, 
conscience, judgment, reason; if “not being yet born, he has not done any 


EXCURSUS V. ON ROM. Υ, 19. 531 


way; one might ask: Who then arranged the condition of men, so that this 
example would come before them? ‘There is no end to such questions, and in 
the same way we may object, if we feel disposed so to do, to all other theories 
that have ever been proposed. The difficulty at the bottom, is an arrangement 
which adinits of sin. The main thing which can be said in explanation of this, 
as it seems to me, is, that probation implies power and opportunity to sin, 
Without these probation is a mere name, and not a thing. ‘The question being 
decided, whether an intelligent being shall be put on probation, it is of course 
decided that he can sin. 

So far now as this difficulty is concerned, there is no system of explaining our 
present condition as sinners, which can wholly avoid it; although it does not 
press equally hard on all systems; at least, the mode of presenting it in some, is 
Jess obnoxious than in others, After all, however, on account of other difficul~ 
ties pertaining to other points, such as have been already adverted to above, 
I feel myself compelled to reject the predominant theory of Pres. Edwards, in 
respect to original sin, and to regard his subordinate one, (if I may so call it,) 
as being the most consonant with the Scriptures, and with our moral sense and 
judgment. It is certain, that many appalling difficulties which lie in the way 
of the former theory, do not stand in the way of the latter. This #s enough, as 
jit seems to me, to determine our choice. But in making this choice, we need 
not keep out of sight the idea, that some difficulties, and, if you please to insist 
on it, some great ones too, are common to all the theories. But these may be 
summed up in one single thing, viz. the admission of sin into the moral world; 
which is a problem of no easy solution by any system ; and which, after all the 
circuitous routes that are or have been taken to avoid it, comes in some measure 
into our path at last, and presents an obstacle in whatever part of the way it 
meets us. 

VI. The view which has been given above of Rom. v.12—19, if correct, 
serves to shew that this passage cannot be justly regarded as asserting the doc- 
trine of universal salvation. We have seen, that as there are some evils which 
come upon all men without any concurrence of their own, so there are blessings 
and privileges, (i.e. the common blessings of Providence, the means of grace, 
and above all a dispensation of grace,) which are bestowed on all without their 
concurrence. But although, on the one hand, evils do indeed come on all without 
distinction ; yet on the other, so far as it respects these evils, they are all capable 
of being made blessings to the penitent; and they do indeed become so. So 
much is true, in regard to the present world. In respect to a future world, the 
higher penalty of sin, or the second death, comes only on those who do them- 
selves sin; their own personal act must consummate their destruction : and so 
in the opposite ease, eternal redemption, though freely proffered to all, and 
although all are under a dispensation of grace, is actually bestowed only on such 
as repent and believe. The comparison of Paul between evils on the one hand, 
and blessings on the other, does not permit us to go farther than this. The 
“ superabounding” of grace has no respect to the number of persons, (how can 
this be the case since the evils of Adam's transgression extend to all without 
exception?) but to the number of offences; see Rom. v. 16. The use 


532 EXCURSUS V. ON ROM. V. 19. 


which has often been made of the passage in question for the purpose of esta- 
blishing the doctrine of universal salvation, seems therefore to have no good 
foundation. 

VII. But, on the ground of the above explanation, how shall the question 
be answered: Whether infants need a Saviour, and whether they are saved by 
Christ ? 

These questions have often been produced, as an overwhelming objection 
against such an explanation as I have given. I cannot so consider them. At 
least, if there be any embarrassment in the case, it is one which strikes other 
important parts of Christian doctrine with equal force. For example: “He 
that believeth, shall be saved ; he that believeth not, shall be damned.” I ask 
now: Do infants believe? I suppose this will not be asserted. Can they be 
saved? This will not be denied. Calvin himself allowed this of the children of 
saints. Is the above declaration of the Saviour, then, contradicted by the salva- 
tion of infants? No, not atall. Why? Because, when Christ says: “‘ He that 
believeth shall be saved,” &c., he obviously means to speak only of such as are 
capable of believing. 

Just so in another respect. ‘Except we repent we shall all perish.” Bat 
are infants capable of repentance? No more so than they are of belief. When 
it is said, that Christ “came not to call the righteous, but sinners tosepent- 
ance,” this is said, of course, of all who in the nature of things are capable of 
repentance. 

It may be true, then, that Christ is the Saviour of infants, who neither 
actually believe, nor actually repent. ‘ But how can this be? says the 
objector. ‘ You say that none fall under the sentence of the second desth, 
without actual sin? What need then of a Saviour for infants, who have 
not committed this? Or how can Christ save them, if they are not really 
sinners ?’ 

Just as well as he can save them, I answer, without faith and repentance. 
Let it be remembered, that the views given above uniformly recognize the fact, 
that we are born destitute of that original disposition to holiness, which Adam 
before his fall possessed. Now “ without holiness none shall see the Lord.” 
To enter heaven, and to enjoy the sacred pleasures of that blessed place, there 
must be a positive taste for them, and a special preparation for satisfaction in 
them. If now infants are saved, (which I do hope and trust is the case,) then 
they must have such a relish implanted in their souls for the holy joys of heaven, 
as will fit them to be the happy subjects of such joys. Is there nothing, then, 
which Christ by his Spirit can do for them, in imparting such a taste? Is there 
no imperfection of nature to be removed? Is there no positive blessing to be 
bestowed? It surely is not difficult to see, that much is to be done for infants, 
in order to fit them for heaven; and if so, and if Christ does all for them which 
the nature of their case admits or demands, is not he their Saviour? Is he not, 
in such a case, a real and true Saviour? Does it follow, because his “ blood 
cleanseth from all iniquity,” that he may not be a Saviour to those who die 
before they can contract actual guilt in their own persons, but who stil] need a 
new heart and a right spirit. 
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After all; if any one is still disposed to urge the objection, made above, I 
would ask him to account for the apostle’s declaration, that the “ children who 
are not born, have done neither good nor evil," Rom. ix. 11, On the objector's 
ground, how can Christ save those who have done no evil? We see therefore, 
that the objection lies not only against the views which I have defended, but 
against the assertion of Paul himself, 

VIII. I cannot help the feeling, that there is an extravagance in the assertion 
so often made, and so strenuously defended in relation to sufferings in the 
present world. It has often been asserted, that the fact that all the human 
race are sufferers, proves that all without exception are sinners in such a sense 
as to have incurred the full penalty of the divine law. That all who actually 
become moral agents do sin, and thus incur the penalty, I fully believe, and 
have everywhere maintained. But that we can conclude, that infants are 
accounted sinners in such a sense as to be worthy of the second death, from the 
mere fact of their present sufferings, seems to me more doubtful, Multitudes of 
infants perish before birth, What then are we to do with the assertion of Paul, 
Rom. ix. 11, relative to the innocence of infants before they are born? I see 
no way in which this can be contravened, I feel constrained to believe him, on 
the credit of his word ; and a fortiori we may credit him, when this word accords 
with the spontaneous and simple dictates of our moral nature. 

‘Then again; the sufferings of the present life are, as has already been often 
said, capable of becoming blessings; they are in fact made so to the children of 
God. Who can conelude now from disciplinary suffering, that the subject of it 
lies of course under final condemnation ? Will the suffering of the apostles, 
after they were devoted to the cause of Christ, prove that they still lay under 
the curse of the law? If you say, * They had once incurred this curse τ᾿ I grant 
it: but it was removed; it had been annulled as to them. Why then did their 
sufferings still continue? ‘The answer is: They continued as part of the neces- 
sary discipline of men, in their present imperfect state. If there were no trial, 
there would be no brightening of the Christian graces, and comparatively 
but little reward. Comp. James i. 2—4. Rom. v.3—5. viii. 28. 2 Tim. ii. 
11, 12. 

Now when any one will show me, that the sufferings of Christians prove 
them still to be under the curse, then may I admit that the sufferings of infants 
will farnish decisive proof that they are under the same. Until then, I may be 
allowed to hesitate ᾧ for suffering and punishment are not always the same thing. 
fit could be shown that the sufferings of infants are other than disciplinary, 
and if it were fact that no good could result from them, the argument might 
then, perhaps, be more cogent. 

On the whole, nothing can be plainer than that suffering and sin, in the 
present world, are not coextensive. What can we say of the multiplied and 
aggravated sufferings of the brute creation? Are they sinners ? 1 do not 
compare their case with that of infants, except for one purpose, viz. to show 
that the connexion between suffering simply considered and sin, is not always so 
imperious as it is represented to be, nor, in our present state, so conclusive in 
reasoning as some deem it to be. There is plainly much suffering in the 
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his salvation is exhibited. Is this to deny the doctrines of the Reformation? 
Or is it endeavouring to dissipate mists which have in some respects hovered 
around some of them, in order that they may shine forth in all their true 
glory? Speak, conscience—Christian kindness—God's holy word; and I ask 
for no more. 

X. I did intend to give a brief sketch of the history of the doctrine under con- 
sideration; but I must suppress it for want of room. [ shall conclude this pro- 
tracted! Excursus, by refering the reader to some select sources of reading, on 
the various topics that have been discussed. 

For a view of the doctrines of the Reformed Sybil: he may consult Augusti, 
Corpus Lib. Symbol. Reformatorum, 1 Vol. 8vo. 1827 ; containing a very full 
and ample exhibition of the originals, with literary notices, &, Also Winer, 
Comparative Darstellung des Lehrbegriffs der verschied. Christl. Kirchen- 
parteien, 4to. 1824; au exceedingly convenient book, which deserves to be re~ 
printed in this country, as it might be at a moderate expense, The author has 
given short critical notes, which display great acuteness, 

On the interpretation of Rom. v. 12—19, beside the Commentaries, the reader 
should peruse J. G. Toellner, Zheolog. Untersuchungen, 1. No. 2, Flatt's Maga- 
xin, St. 13, p. 68, seq. Schottii Opuscula, I. p. 213, seq. Keilii Opuscula, 
p- 16, seq. Beitrige zur Beford, des vernunf. Denkens, Th. 12. p. 45, seq. 
Bretschneider, Dogmatik, § 124. IL p.47, seq. Edwards on Original Sin, 
Part II. chap. iv.§ 2. J. Taylor's Scripture doctrine of Orig. Sin, and his 
Key to the Apostolic Writings. All the systems of Divinity ; Calvin, Turrettin, 
Pictet, Gerhard, Quenstedt, Hollaz, Storr, Bretschneider, Knapp, Hahn, Rein- 
hard, Doederlein, Episcopius, Limborch, Marckins, Van Mastricht, Ridgley, 
Doddridge, Hopkins, and ull others, of course discuss this passage of the Scrip- 
ture more or less. 

The history of the doctrine of Original Sin may be found, in a very com- 
pressed, but very instructive form, in Bretschneider's Dogmatif, § 128 ; also in 
Hahn's Lehrbuch des Christl. Glaubens, § 80. See also, Walchii toria 
Doctrine de Peccato Originis, 1738. 4to. 1d. de Pelagianismo ante Pelagium, 
1738. 4to, Augusti, Lehrbuch der Dogmengeschichte, p. 301—310. Horn de 
Peccato Originali, Goett. 1801. Muenscher, Handbuch der Dogmengeschichte, 
IL. p.89, seq. TV. p. 143, seq. Wiggers, Pragm. Darstellung des Augustinismus 
und Pelagianismus, Berl. 1821. Vossii Historia Pelagianismi. J. Geft'hen, 
Historia Semipelagianismi, Goett. 1826. ‘The result of extensive and candid 
reading, in regard to the history of the doctrine in question, will be, as I must 
think, a full persuasion, that in the form and shape in which this doctrine was 
maintained by most of the Reformers, it was first introduced by Augustine, in 
his dispute with Pelagius ; from whose works, and those of his friends and fol- 
lowers, it came into the creeds of the Reformation; and thence it has come 
down to us. The whole subject needs, in this-country, an investigation and 
review de novo, such as it has not yet received, 
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EXCURSUS VI. 
On Rom. vii. 5—25. (p. 302.) 


It is not my design here, to repeat at large what has been already sufficiently 
explained in the body of ghe commentary. But in order to make out a view in 
some good measure complete, as to its essential parts, J shall simply recapitulate 
in order the leading considerations already suggested in favour of the exegesis 
above given, without dilating at all upon them; while other considerations not 
yet suggested, will be more fully stated; after which the leading objections to 
the exegesis adopted will be discussed. 

Before proceeding to execute the task here undertaken, I must beg the 
liberty of making a few remarks on the nature of the case; and alao on the 
nature of the proof which is requisite, in order to establish any particular inter- 
pretation of the whole passage. 

First, it is a just principle of interpretation, that we should understand every 
writer, when this can be done in consonance with the laws of language, ss 
speaking to the purpose which he has immediately before him. There are very 
many truths of the gospel, and many plain and important truths, which are not 
taught in this or that passage of Scripture. The question concerning chap. 
vii. 5-25, is not whether it be true that there is a contest in the breast of 
Christians, which might (at least for the most part) be well described by the 
words there found; but whether such a view of the subject is congruous with 
the present design and argument of the apostle. 

Secondly, no theory of interpretation can, in the present case, be duly and 
satisfactorily supported, by appealing merely to the form and intensity of 
particular expressions. If this can be allowed here, then are we certain that 
two opposite theories may be established, viz. that the individual whose expen- 
ence is represented, is a saint, and is not one. That he is one, may be made 
out by such expressions as the following: viz. σύμφημι τῷ νόμῳ, ver. 16; τὸ 
yap θέλειν [sc. τὸ κακὸν) παράκειταί pot, ver.18; τῷ θέλοντε ἐμοὶ ποιεῖν 
τὸ κακόν, γετ. 2] ; συνήδομαι γὰρ τῷ νόμῳ τοῦ θεοῦ κατὰ τὸν ἔσω ἄνθρωπον, 
ver. 22; and τᾷ μὲν vot δουλεύω νόμῳ θεοῦ, ver. 25 ;—while with equal cer- 
tainty and by the same reasoning, we may prove that he is not a saint, from 
ἐγὼ δὲ σαρκικός εἶμι, πεπραμένος ὑπὸ τὴν ἁμαρτίαν, ver.14; 5 μεσῶ τοῦτο 
πράσσω, ver.15; οὐκ οἰκεῖ ἐν ἐμοὶ, rovr’ ἔστι ἐν τῇ σαρκί μου, ἀγαθόν, ver. 18: 
τὸ δὲ κατεργάζεσθαι τὸ καλὸν, οὐχ εὑρίσκω, ver. 18; ὃ οὐ θέλω κακὸν, τοῦτο 
πράσσω, ver. 19; ἐμοὶ τὸ κακὸν παράκειται, ver. 21] ; βλέπω ἕτερον νόμον ἐν 
τοῖς μέλεσι... .. αἰχμαλωτίζοντά με τῷ νόμῳ τῆς ἁμαρτίας, ver. 23 ; τῇ δὲ σαρεὶ 
[δουλεύω] νόμῳ ἁμαρτίας, νετ. 25. Stronger language than this, viz. “41 am 
σαρκικός, and sold under sin,” i.e. a bond slave to sin, and wholly devoted 
to its service and obedient to its orders, cannot well be found in the New 
Testament. 


EXCURSUS VI, ON ROM. VII. 5—25. 587 


Whoever insists, then, that the passage before us must be applied to the 
Christian, because of some strong expressions in it which seem to indicate true 
moral good, should also take notice, that by the very same principles of inter- 
pretation, he will of course be obliged to concede, that a carnal state and entire 
devotedness to the passions and appetites is described. Τὸ avoid this conclusion, 
he considers these last expressions as used in a qualified or moderated sense; 
and accounts for them by the fervour of the writer's feelings, and the nature of 
the contrast, But who does not see, that the very same rule, when applied to 
the passages which seem to indicate moral good or holiness, will xo modify them, 
as to make the application of them to true Christians altogether unnecessary? 
The reason and conscience of the nusanctified, especially when they are awakened 
by the terrors of the divine law, present sufficient ground to justify the use of 
the language here employed, in such a modified sense as that now supposed. 

In fact, it appears a very plain case, that neither class of commentators, that 
is, neither those who apply chap. vii. 7—25 to Christians, nor those who apply 
it to the unregenerate, can find satisfactory ground for so doing, merely in the 
phraseology or modes of expression employed. Either party who adopts this 
ground, must deny his opponent the same liberties which he himself takes; or 
else involve himself in inextricable difficulties, by admitting that the same 
grounds of explanation may be taken by others, which he takes for himself: 
But he can do neither of these: not the first, because the common sense of all 
men would cry out against him; not the last, because this would prove the very 
contrary of what he holds, or else prove that the apostle has really contradicted 
himself. 

In truth, it is only when men come to the study of the Scriptures, without 
bringing along with them ἃ priori doctrines and conclusions, that they are 
willing to admit the force of philological considerations, such as have now been 
suggested. These once admitted, it follows, as a matter of course, that a 
modified sense is to be given to such particular forms of expression, as seem to 
stand in the way of the argument and the object of the writer. This we always 
give, in fairly construing the language of men, on all occasions, whether it be 
written or spoken. ‘The literal interpretation of all expressions, in an animated 
contrast, drawn by a man of such powerful feeling as Paul, would hardly be 
contended for, in any case in which polemic theology was not concerned. Is it 
proper then to insist on such a sense, in. passages which involve sentiments that 
are controverted by critics and theologians ? 

Suppose, now, that one should rigorously insist upon it, that all the words of 
our Saviour must be interpreted, without any modification, as meaning what 
they seem obviously to mean on the first view of them. Take for example the 
declarations, that “ it is easier for a camel to go through the eye of a needle 
than for a rich man to enter into the kingdom cf God ;" also that “ if he had 
not come and spoken to the Jews, they would not have had sin ;” will any one 
insist that these declarations are to be literally interpreted, ad amussim and not 
ad rationem? — If so, then it is of no use to argue with him in respect to the 
laws of interpretation ; and one had better abandon, at once, the hope of, 
from him a listening ear, But if any considerate inquirer is disposed to admit, 
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that hyperbole occasionally exists in the language of the Bible, (as also in that 
of all other books which in any way express the feelings of men,) then may it 
be easy for him to see and feel, that the language in Rom. vit. is capable of 
modification. Nay, most men, however violent their party feelings, do, after all. 
in fact admit this principle; for they actually modify that which stands opposed 
to their own views of this passage. This is a practical confession, therefore, of 
the necessity of modification. And this being agreed upon, either implied]s or 
expressly, the inquiry which then presents itself, is: In what way is any part of 
the passage in question to be modified? Must it be so modified as to agree with 
the context, and the scope of reasoning which the writer is aiming at? Or shall 
it be so modified, as to agree with our a priori views of what the writer ought to 
have said? As an interpreter and plilologist, [can see Lut one answer to these 
questions; and this is so plain, that it needs not to be repeated. 

If the reader will now look back, he will see that I have not, in any case, laid 
any particular stress on the form or intensity of expression, in my remarks 08 
vii. 5—25; and the reason of this is evident enough from what has already been 
said above. At the same time, I have supposed that the expressions συμῴηρι 
τῷ νόμῳ, συνήδομαι τῷ νόμῳ, δονλεύω τῷ νόμῳ, &c., are those which the write, 
intended should be specially modified by the reader; and this, because the οὸλε 
of his discourse requires them to be modified. This is the ground on which I 
rest my interpretation; and not on the form or strength of single words or 
phrases, on either side of the contrast. 

With these remarks in view, I proceed to offer, in a summary way, my ret- 
sons for adopting the exegesis which the commentary presents. 

1. The object of the apostle in vii. 7—viii. 17, is to illustrate and confirm 
what be had said in vii. 5,6; and which he had before intimated in τὶ. 14. 
Chap. vii. 7—25 is as plainly a comment on vii. 5, as chap. viii. 1—17 is @ 
vii. 6; and an antithesis between vii. 7—-25 and viii. 1—25, seems to be plainand 
certain. As this is a fundamental point in the interpretation of the whole, the 
reader will allow me to be full and explicit in the discussion of it. 

At the beginning of chap. viii., we find a distinction made, and a transition 
of the discourse marked by dpa νῦν, now then, i.e. in our present state, in 
the present condition of Christians, viz. as contradistinguished from their former 
state. What was this former state? It was a carnal state, ἐν σαρκί, ver. 5: 
σαρκικός, ver. 14; one in which they were subjected to the law of sin, ver. 23. 
What makes this transition the more striking is, that in ver. 6, the antithesss 
between the two conditions described, is pointed out by the very same word as 
here, viz. by νυνί. . 

If now we examine particulars in these two discourses (vii. 7—25 and 
viii. 1—17), we shall find them in direct antithesis to each other. Εὶ g. the 
complaint in vii. 24 of miserable subjection to the influence of carnal desires, 
stands opposed to the thanks in vii. 25, uttered in reference to the deliverance 
which the writer is about to describe. In vii. 23, the person described isa 
captire to ain, Le. altogether subject to the influence of sinful passions and 
desires ; in viii. 2, he is represented as delivered from the law of sin and death. 
In vii. 14, an incessant and irreconcileable opposition is represented as existing 
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between the law of God and the person there described; in viii, 4, he is 
represented as possessing the ability and the disposition to keep, at least in some 
good measure, the precepts of the law. In vii. 18, the person described is 
represented as having no good thing ἐν τῇ σαρκὶ [αὐτοῦ], and as finding no 
power to effect what is good, even when his mind or conscience approves it, or 
would prefer it; in viii 8, 4, this disability is represented as removed. In 
vii. δ, 14, 18, the person described is represented as being ἐν σαρκὶ, σαρκικόν" 
in viii. 9, he is declared to be οὐκ ἐν σαρκί. In vii. 14, he is represented 
as the Lond-slave of sin, (πεπραμένον ὑπὸ τὴν ἁμαρτίαν,) i.e. as altogether 
under the power of sin; in viii. 11, 14, he is represented as having the Spirit 
of God to dwell in him, and as being led, i.e. influenced or guided by that 
Spirit. 

In a word, the whole tenor of the two discourses is such, as is adapted to 
make the impression that they are in antithesis to each other, and that they are 
designed by the writer to be so. This lies on the face of them. It is only the 
difficulties which can be raised, in regard to subordinate parts, that can occasion 
or sustain any doubts in respect to this subject. 

Indeed, I may well express my convictions derived from a general view of 
the antithetic nature of the two passages in question, the connexion in which 
they stand, and the design of the writer, in the words of Tholuck: “ Truly if 
one has respect only to the connewion of the latter part of Rom. vii. with what 
goes before and what follows after, it is impossible to explain this [the latter 
part of Rom. vii.) of any one, except of him who is still under the law.” 

2. The object of the writer (which is to shew that the law is insufficient for 
the sanctification of sinners), would not be effectually promoted, by supposing 
that he represents the experience of Christians in chap. vii. For if Christians, 
who are of course under grace and are dead to the law (vi. 14. vii. 6), are 
actually in the state here represented, then would it follow, that neither grace 
nor law hinders them from being the servants of sin. But to aver that grace 
does not effect this, is to contradict viii. 1—17. 

3. The tout ensemble of the representation in chap. vii. seems to render it 
certain, that a true Christian cannot be here described. What is the result of 
the whole? ΙΕ is, that notwithstanding all the opposition which the law of God 
and the law of the mind make to sin, yet the person in question practises it, 
and habitually practises it, on all occasions and under all circumstances. In 
every contest here, the sinful carnal mind comes off victorious. Is ‘this over- 
coming the world?" Is this to be ‘born of God so as not to sin?’ Is this 
“loving Christ so as to keep his commandments?’ [5 this ‘doing no iniquity?" 
Is this “ walking not after the flesh, but after the Spirit?” In a word, is it 
possible to make this accord with chap. viii. 1—17? 

4. If chap. viis represents the Christian struggle with sin, then what is the 
state into which the Christian goes, as represented in chap. viii.? The answer 
must be: One in which there is no more struggle. But when—where—was 
ever such a state on earth? It has often been imagined and asserted; but not 
proved. But if now the transition is from a state in which sin was altogether 
predominant, into one in which grace on the whole reigns and triumphs, then 
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[> were easy to ait more remsons: but if these are well-grounded, they are 
suticenc. [: is sroper. now. brietty to pass ix review some of the exegesis and 
the aileyarions ut those. who maintain that a regenerate person is described 
im WL 7—2Z5. 

ποις arcergretacom (viz. that which most of them give) of vii. 9 leads 
(m= may be seen in the commentary on vi.9.) to inextricable difficulty, ard 
vantraicGon αὐ the caatest. It is equally opposed to the usus loquendi, and to 
thust ares af che discuurse which precede and which follow. 

2 ἔτ mw adeged tat the contest described m Rom. τῶ 14—25, is one 
woh accurds with che feelimzs and expertence of every Christian ; and that he 
ts hum comecnres that the imcerpretation givem to it by these who apply it to 
Chrocans. most be currect. 

Tans cumsderacvue 3, m fact. the main dependence of thoee who support the 
exayess ‘ust camed: I mean, that by such an appeal to feeling, they produce 
mure cunvicta on the mind of Chrncans. than is prodaced by all their other 
argumeats. Aster ail. bywever. thas ἰδ Sor from determiming the case. Let us 
les af the sabyect m ail its bearings. 

Ι cuncnie. in the first place. that Christians have a contest with sin: and that 
tats as pauin and certain, 2s it ms that they are not wholly sanctified in the 
peevent hire. It ὃς developed by almost every page of Scripture, and every 
day's experwace. That this contest Ἐξ often a vebement ome ; that the passions 
raze. ves, that they do sometimes even gam the victory; is equally plain and 
certain It todows sow, of course, that as the language of Rom. vii. 14—25 i 
mtended to describe a contest between the good principle and the bad one is 
ven. acd sso a contest in which the evil principle comes off victorious: » 
this Lanyuare can kardiv fail of bemg appropriate to describe all those cases 
in ἃ Cartstian’s experience, in which sm triumphs. Every Christian at once 
recertioss aad feels, that such cases may be described m language like thst 
which the apostle emplovs. 

Here ὃς the advantage which the patrons of this opmion enjoy, and which 
they have ov failed to pash evem to its utmost extent. After all, however. the 
τουτὶ ws unturly taken. and unfariy maintained. For, first, it is only ¢ 
per: of the case. While Carisuans have many a contest in which they are 
overcome by sin, vet they must be victors im far the greater number of cases, { 
the whole be cullectively taken. If this be not true, then it cannot be true that 
she who loveta Christ, keepeth his commandments; it cannot be true that 
- ther who love the law of God, do no iniquity: nor true, that “ be who is bom 
of God sinneth rot ;” nor that faith enables him who cherishes it, to “ overcome 
the world.” As, however, there is no denying the truth of these and the like 
declarations, and no receding from them, nor explaining them away as meaning 
less than habstual rictory over sim: so it follows, that when vs. 14—25 are ap- 
plied to Christian experience, they are wrongly applied. The person repre- 
sented in these verses. succumbs (o sam IX EVERY INSTANCE Of confest. The 
Christian must not—cannot—does not, so fight againet sin. To assert this 
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would be to contradict the whole tenor of the Scriptures; it would be abrogat- 

ing, at once, all which is declared in so pointed a manner, in chap. viii. 1—17. 

Secondly, as I have already noted, there stands in the way of this interpre- 

τ tation the fact, that a great transition is marked by the commencement of 

chap. viii., one of which no satisfactory account can be given, if vii. 14—25 is 
to be interpreted as belonging to those who are under grace. 

Thirdly, I repeat the remark, that the question is not, whether what is here 
said might be applied to Christians; but whether, from the tenor of the context, 
it appears to be the intention of the writer that it should be so applied. This 
principle cannot fail to settle the question concerning such an application. 

In a word; how can it be just reasoning to say, that because vs. 14—25 
may be applied to describe those contests of the Christian with sin in which the 
latter is victorious, therefore it does describe Christian experience considered as 
awhole, and is intended by the writer so todo? What can be more certain, 
than that Christian experience is not here to the writer's purpose, when his ob- 
ject is, to represent the truly desperate condition of him who is merely under 
the law ? 

(3) So far as reasoning or argument is concerned, the main allegation of 
those who apply vs. 11—25 to Christian experience, remains yet to be consi- 
dered. It is this, viz. that ‘ the declarations made in these verses respecting the 
internal man, are such as comport only with the state or condition of a regene- 
rate man; and if this be not admitted, then we must concede that the unrege~ 
nerate are subjects of moral good.’ But, 

First, this allegation takes for granted, that the phrases σύμφημι τῷ νόμῳ, 
συνήδομαι τῷ νόμῳ, &e., are to be taken in their full strength, without any 
modification. I must ask the reader, now, instead of repeating here what I 
have before said, to look back upon the commentary on ver. 22, and also what 
is suid near the beginning of the present Excursus, on the subject of deducing 
arguments in this case merely from the forms of expression, without a special 
reference to the context and the object which the writer has in view. When 
the whole of this is weighed, I would inquire, whether he who interprets 
chap. vii. 5—25, as having respect to one who is under law, has not just as good 
a claim to insist that σαρκικός, πεπραμένος ὑπὸ τὴν ἁμαρτίαν, alyyadwrifovrd 
μὲ τῷ νόμῳ τῆς ἁμαρτίας, &e., shall be taker: without abatement or modification ἢ 
And now, what is to be the result? Plainly this, viz. that the writer has de- 
scribed an impossible state, one in which a man is under law and under grace at 
‘one and the same time; one in which sin has a power predominant in all cases, 
and grace a power on the whole predominant, at one and the same time. As 
this cannot be admitted, which set of terms in the description must be modified? 
for one of them certainly must be. The answer to this question may be found, 
in the considerations which have been suggested above. 

But secondly, the whole of the allegation which I am discussing, appears to 
me to rest on ground entirely unsafe and unsatisfactory. It will be admitted 
by those who are conversant with the dispute about the meaning of the passage 
before us, and are well read in the history of Christian doctrine, that Augus- 
tine was the first who suggested the idea, that it must be applied to Christian 
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experience. This be Gd. however, m the heat of dispute wath Pelagms 1 
an earber period of bis ixfe, be beid ὃν the commen exegesis of the church ; 2: 5 
cerca from Prop. XLV. im ἔχωι. ad Rom: ἱπορΐπριεακ πὰς ile bome ἀε- 
sertbi, gui seadum cub gratia. So in Confems. VII. 21. ΓΙ 5. Ad Sempiic. I. 
Bet Pelagius. who denied the fallen state of man, urged upon hime the declast 
tions above referred te, viz. delaghting ἐπ the law of Ged αἰὲν the macr mas. 
them. ard made his escape, by protesting agamst the exegess of hus antagoes:. 
He recanted has former opmicn respecting vs. 14—-25, and became a strenacus 
among Christians, and ma-niams its footimg among many down to the presest 
hour. 

It is difficult to say how far men, and even good men, Will sometimes fo δι 


Rome with the Montanists, which first oceasioned it to doubt, and‘then to desj, 
the Pauline origin of the epsstle to the Hebrews. Lather’s dispute with the 
Roman Catholics, on the subject of justification by faith alone, led him to dir 
card the epistle of James, and to call it, by way of contempt, epestele stramiee. 
And the like have many others done, for similar reasons. Sach seems to have 
been the ground of Augustine’s new exegesis. 

Bat when we come, now, seriously and calmly to inquire whether there is aay 
cause of alarm in respect to the doctrine of the natural man's depravity, because 
Rom. vii. 7—25 is interpreted as having respect to him; we can see that this 
is so far from being the case, that the very opposite is true; I mean, that his 
depravity is rendered much more conspicuous and aggravated by this exegess. 
Let us see if this be not palpable and certain. 

That men are moral beings, does not make them sianers or saints. That they 
have faculties which can distinguish between good and evil, only shews that 
they are capable of doing good or evil, of being righteous or wicked. Con- 
science and reason belong to the pura rnaturala of the human race. Man, m 
the full and proper sense of this word, cannot exist without them. It is no 
more an evidence, then, that a man is holy or good in the Scripture sense of the 
word, because his reason and conscience distinguish good from evil, and testify 
in behalf of the good, than it is that he is holy because he has a moral nature. 
Such a distinction and such an apprubation are inseparable from the essential 
nature of reason and conscience. 

Consider, moreover, that the guilt of a sinner, who continues to yield to the 
solicitations of his carnal desires, is proportioned entirely to the measure of light 
which he has, and to the inducements set before him to act in a different man- 
ner. “Where there is no law, there is no transgression.” “Τὸ him that 
knoweth to do good, and doeth it not, to him it is sin.” Then, of course, the 
sinner, with reason and conscience and the law of God all remonstrating against 
his course, is involved in guilt of the deepest dye ; while an offender (if I may 20 
call him) without any of these checks, would be no offender at all. *‘ He that 
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knoweth his master’s will, and doeth it not, shall be beaten with many stripes.” 
And so it onght to be. What then can render the person's case more aggra~ 
vated, who is described in vs. 14—25, than the fact that he resists so much light 
and such powerful motives to pursue a different course? 

Is it, then, denying the depravity of the unregenerate, when we assign to them 
faculties to do good, and light as to their duty, and strong excitement to perform 
it, and represent them as after all refusing to do good, and uniformly hearkening 
to the voice of sin? I appeal to the reason and conscience of all men, whether 
such an accusation against the exegesis in question, is not in a high degree 
unjust and unfounded. Nay, I might go farther; I might say, itis the contrary 
exegesis which is pressed with the very difficulty it urges against the other. For 
if the sinner is born without reason and conscience, and is without light; or if 
he is born with reason and conscience that are incapable of distinguishing good 
from evil, or of giving the preference to the former; then his depravity and 
desperate guilt can in no way be made out, consistently with the first principles 
ofa moral sense. Of all the charges, then, brought against the exegesis which 
Lhave defended, that of its diminishing the guilt of unregenerate men, is the 
most unfounded and unjust. 

Thave discussed the principal arguments, so far as I am acquainted with 
them, of those who interpret vs.14—25 as having relation to Christian expe- 
rience. In regard to the allegation, that Paul here speaks in the first person 
singular, and must therefore be relating his own experience, I have already 
remarked upon it, p.289, seq. There is no objection to allowing it to be Paul's 
experience; but when had he such experience? And why does he speak of 
himself? These are the questions to be answered ; and these I have endeavoured 
to answer in my remarks at the close of chap. vii. 12. 

I cannot conclude this already protracted Exeursus, without adverting, for a 
moment, to the history of the exegesis introduced by Augustine. 

As has already been stated, the most ancient Fathers of the church, without 
ἃ dissenting voice, so fur as we have any means of ascertaining their views, were 
united in the belief, that an unreyencrate, unsanctified person is described in 
chap. vii. 5—25. So Origen, Tertullian, Chrysostom, and Theodoret. In this 
state did the views of the church remain down to the time of Augustine, whose 
first opinion, and whose change of it, have already been described. How unne- 
cessary such an evasion was, on his part, of the atgument of Pelagius, we have 
alrendy seen. For surely the more light the mind of a natural man has, the 
more his conscience approves the divine law, and sides with it; the deeper and 
‘more dreadful is his guilt, when he sins against all these. Andas the person 
described by the apostle is one over whom sin, in every case of contest pre- 
sented, does actually obtain the victory ; he must of course be ἃ person of much 
deeper and more desperate depravity than any one can be, whose natural fucul- 
ties are all degraded and depraved in their very origin; as Augustine held the 
faculties of men to be, after his dispute with Pelagius. 

‘The exegesis of Augustine, however, found favour in the churches where his 
sentiments respecting original sin were received ; and prevailed very extensively 
and for ἃ long time. In like manner with him, have Anselm, Thomas Aquinas, 
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Cornelius a Lapide, Luther, Melanchthon, Calvin, Beza, Spener, Buddzus, 
Koppe, and many others, explained the passage in question; and most commen- 
tators among evangelical Christians, in Great Britain and in this country, have 
followed the same opinion. 

On the other hand, besides all the ancient Greek, and some of the Latin Fathers, 
there are many distinguished men who have defended the sentiment which 
has been above exhibited. Such are Erasmus, Raphel, Episcopius, Limborch, 
J. A. Turrettin, Le Clerc, Heumann, Bucer, Schomer, Franke, G. Arnold, 
Bengel, Reinhard, Storr, Flatt, Knapp, Tholuck, and (so far as I know) all the 
evangelical commentators of the present time, on the continent of Europe. Most 
of the English episcopal church, also, for many years, and not a few of the Scotch, 
Dutch, and English Presbyterian and Congregational divines, have adopted the 
same interpretation. I cannot but believe, that the time is not far distant, 
when there will be but one opinion among intelligent Christiana, about the 
passage in question; as there was but one, before the dispute of Augustine with 
Pelagius. In this respect there is ground of trust, that the ancient and modern 
churches will yet fully harmonize. 

From the above brief historical sketch, it would seem, that in general those 
who have admitted Augustine’s view of the doctrine of original sin, have also 
admitted his exegesis of Rom. vii. 5—25. To this, however, there are excep- 
tions; and of late, not a few exceptions. More thorough, impartial, and 
unbiassed examination, will probably make an entire change in the views of 
Christians in general, even of those who have been educated in the belief of the 
Augustinian exegesis. ‘This was my own lot; and for some time after I began 
the critical study of the Scriptures, I continued to advocate this method of inter- 
pretation. But an often repeated and more attentive study of the epistle to the 
Romans, has brought me to believe, that such an exegesis is forbidden by the 
nature of the case, the usus loguendi, and the object of the writer; and that it is 
impossible to maintain it, on any impartial and critical grounds. 

I am fully aware of the strength of feeling which exists relative to this subject, 
in the minds of many. I am sorry to add, that the manner in which it is 
defended, can never contribute to advance the interests of simple truth. When 
will it be believed, that scorn is not critical acumen, and that calling men 
heretics, is not an argument that will convince such as take the liberty to 
think and examine for themselves? When will such appeals cease? And 
when shall we have reasons instead of assertions, criticism in the place of 
denunciation, and a full practical exhibition of the truth, that the simple 
testimony of the divine word stands immeasurably higher than all human 
authority ? 
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EXCURSUS VII. 
On Rom, viii. 28, τοῖς κατὰ πρόθεσιν κλητοῖς οὖσι. (p. 344.) 


The difficulty arising from this passage, and the temptation to deny or obscure 
what I must believe to be its plain and inevitable meaning, are both suggested 
by the following question: ‘How can God bave had an eternal purpose as to 
those who are to be saved, and yet men be free agents, free even in the matter of 
their own repentance and conversion?’ It will not be expected, of course, that 
I should here discuss at length a metaphysical question, which the disputes and 
contentions of more than 4000 years have not settled; for in every age and 
nation, where religious inquiries have been pursued, the difficulty before us has 
for substance presented itself to the minds of thinking men. One may say that 
three parties exist, and perhaps have in every age existed, in respect to it ; viz. 
(1) Those who embrace the doctrine of fatality, and therefore deny the proper 
free agency of man. (2) Those who deny the divine deerees or eternal purposes 
of God, and make in effect a kind of independent agency of man. (3) Those 
who believe both in the divine foreknowledge, purpose, or decree, (for the dif- 
ference between these is in name only, not in reality,) and also in the entire 
free agency of man. Among this latter class, I would choose my lot. The 
Scriptures seem to me plainly to hold forth both of these doctrines. Yea, so far 
are the sacred writers from apprehending any inconsistency in them, that they 
bring them both forward, (i.e. divine agency and purpose, and human agency 
and purpose,) at one and the same time, not seeming even to apprehend that 
any one will speculate on them so as to make out any contradiction. For 
example; Acts ii. 23, “Him, being delivered by the determinate counsel and 
foreknowledge of God, ye have taken, and by wicked hands have crucified and 
slain;” i.e. the determinate counsel (ὡρισμένη βουλή) and foreknowledge of 
God, did not render the hands of the Jews less wicked, who crucified the 
Saviour. Of caurse, they must have acted in a voluntary manner, as agents 
altogether free; for a sin involuntary, i. 6. without consent of the will, is a con- 
tradiction in terms, so far as moral turpitude is concerned. 

Again; Phil. ii. 12,13, “Work out your own salvation with fear and 
trembling; for it is God who worketh in you both to will and to do, of his 
good pleasure ;" i.e. the very ground on which I urge diligence in the matter 
of your Christian duties, is, that God helps you both to will and to do. 

‘These are a specimen of the philosophy (if I may so speak) of the sacred 
writers, And of such philosophy, the Bible is full. The attributes of an 
omniscient God, his designs, his very nature, prove that he must have purposes ; 
and such as will not be frustrated. Prediction or prophecy proves this, and puts 
it beyond all rational contradiction, Is it uncertain, whether what the prophets 
of God have foretold, will come to pass? Yet are not the men, by whom the 
things foretold are brought to pass, free agents iu all eases of this nature, just as 
they were in the crucifixion of the Lord of glory? 
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But you will ask: ‘ How is this?? To which I answer at once: 1 do net 
know. The manner in which God's purposes are consistent with free agency, 
I do not pretend to know. The fact that they are consistent, I do know; 
because I am conscious of being a free agent; I am as certain of it as I am of 
my own existence. I am equally certain that God is omniscient, and has 
always been so; and therefore he must have always perfectly known every 
thing that will take place. If he knew it with certainty, (and if he did not, then 
he did not knovo it at all;) then is it uncertain, whether it will take place? And 
if it is certain, then how does this differ from what is said to be decreed? The 
name decree, indeed, seems to have carried along with it a kind of terror to 
many minds; but, so far as I can see, it implies neither more nor less than 
divine purpose or divine will. And can it be, that sober-minded Christians 
will, on reflection, maintain that there is no divine purpose or will ? 

To all the arguments adduced from such a statement of facts, which can be 
alleged in order to prove the doctrine of fatalism, I have only to reply, that fact 
itself disproves this; for we are conscious of being free agents. The Scriptures 
disprove this; for they every where treat men as free agents. And thisis enough; 
for these are the two highest possible sources of proof, and with these we ought 
to rest satisfied. ‘To what can we make a convincing appeal, if not to these! 

As to the question: //ow ia our free agency made to consist with God's 
eternal purposes? [I have said nothing; for I know nothing. And as to the 
question, how ten thousand thousand other things, which I believe, and which 
all men believe, can be true or take place, no one in the present world knows, 
or ever will know, any thing ; e.g. how do heat, moisture, and earth make one 
plant green and another red, one nutritive and another poisonous, in the very 
same bed of earth? yet we all believe the fact that they do. 

Who can shew it to be absurd, now, that God should have had an eternal 
purpose, and yet man be a free agent ? 

Does the certain knowledge we now have of a past event, destroy the free 
agency of those who were concerned in bringing about that event? Did any 
previous knowledge of the same, necessarily interfere with their free-agency? 
And as to free-agency itself; cannot God make a creature in his own image, 
free like himself, rational like himself, the originator of thoughts and volitions 
like himself? Can this be disproved? The fact that we are dependent beings, 
will not prove that we may not be free agents as to the exercise of the powers 
with which we are endowed,—free in a sense like to that in which God himself, 
as a rational being, is free. Nor will this establish any contingency or uncer- 
tainty of events, in the universe. Could not God as well foresee what would be 
the free and voluntary thoughts of men, in consequence of the powers which he 
should give them, as he could foresee thoughts and volitions which would proceed 
from the operation of external causes upon them? Until this can be denied on 
the ground of reason and argument, the sentiment in question is not justly liable 
to the charge of introducing the doctrine of contingency or uncertainty into the 
plans of the divine Mind. 

I only add, that when we say: ‘ God has had an eternal purpose in respect to 
those who are called,’ (and the apostle docs say this, Eph. iii. 11. 2 Tim. i. 9,) 
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we speak ἀνθρωποπ΄θως. With God there is no time. “A thousand years 
are as one day, and one day as a thousand years.” With him it is an eternal 
now ; as it has often and forcibly been expressed. So the expressions, rne- 
destination, rone-ordination, &e., strictly speaking, are-anthropopathic. “ Non 
rea-videntia, sed eno-videntia potius dicitur,” says Boethius, De consol. 
Philos. 1. 5. prop. 6. 

If God has any purposes, they are eternal. We must, then, either deny that 
he has any purposes, or else admit their eternal existence; and this being 
admitted, the κλητοὶ κατὰ πρόθεσιν, are truly such as the apostle describes them 
to be, in the sequel of chap. viii. 


EXCURSUS VIII. 
On Rom. viii. 23—30. (p. 350.) 


On the disputes which have arisen from the paragraph-in vs. 28—30, 1 shall 
not comment at large in this place; but I cannot pass by the subject, without 
making a few remarks. 

‘That man should be entirely dependent on God, and yet be a free agent at the 
same time, presents, it has been often asserted, an impossibility, an absurdity, a 
contradiction in terms, a scheme of fatalism, &c. After all, however, the mere 
disciple of Naturalism, who sets Revelation entirely aside, but allows the natural 
perfections of the Godhead (among which are omniscience and omnipotence), 
falls into the very same difficulties inevitably, which he puts solely to the account 
of Revelation. If there be a God, a creator, almighty and omniscient, then we 
are perfectly and entirely dependent on him; from everlasting, moreover, he 
has known all that we are and shall be; he has known this with absolute cer- 
tainty ; and if so, then what we are and shall be, is not fortuitous. This the 
disciple of nature can no more deny, than the disciple of revelation, And 
this involves at once all the real difficulties which are charged to the account 
of those, who believe in the plain and simple allegations of the passage 
before us. 

Once admit the idea of an omniscient and omnipotent Creator, and the diffi- 
culty of reconciling dependence and free-agency comes up of course; and it 
bears equally, moreover, on every system which admits this truth. It is won- 
derful that this should not be more extensively seen and felt, by writers who are 
in the habit of charging all difficulties of this nature, to the opinions of those 
who favour the sentiments of Calvin. 

After all, if there be any force in the objections made against the doctrine in 
question, it arises only from reasoning analogically in respect to the laws and 
qualities of matter, and those of mind. In a piece of physical machinery, every 
motion will be in accordance with the laws of motion and mechanical power, 
and all necessarily according to the contrivance of the mechanist ; i.e, the laws 
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of matter and motion remaining the same, the result which is calculated upon is 
necessary; and it is always the same, for there is no volition in the machine, 
nothing to resist, alter, or modify the influence to which it is subjected. 

Not so in the world of immaterial and spiritual being. Man is made in the 
image of God ; therefore he has a free-agency like to that of his Maker. From 
its very nature, this free-agency is incapable of mechanical control. Motives, 
arguments, inducements may move, convince, persuade ; but they cannot control 
by a necessity like that in the world of matter. That they cannot, is owing to 
the very nature itself of a free agent; who is no longer free, if he have no 
ultimate choice and power of his own. The Bible every where ascribes such a 
power toman. He resists light, knowledge, persuasion; he remains unmoved 
(at least undetermined,) by all the motives drawn from heaven and earth and 
hell; he resists and grieves the Spirit of God himself: such are the representa- 
tions of the Scripture. Is this representation truth, or fiction? Which is the same 
as to ask: Are men in fact free agents, or only so in name and appearance ? 

That they are in fact free, is what I believe. Nor can I be persuaded, that 
illustrations of free-agency drawn from the material world, are in any tolerable 
measure apposite to our subject. Our souls are spirit, not matter. They are 
like the God who made them; not like the dust on which we tread. All argu- 
ments, then, drawn from cause or causation and effect in the material world, 
and applied to the subject of spiritual agency and influence, are wrongly applied, 
and cannot serve to cast any thing but darkness on this deeply interesting 
subject. 

All the deductions in respect to fatalism, moreover, which are made out and 
charged upon those who hold the doctrine of God's foreknowledge and eternal 
purposes, are made out by a process of reasoning which has its basis in material 
analogies. A regular, necessitous, mechanical concatenation of cause and effect, 
altogether like that in the world of nature, is predicated of the doctrine of the 
divine purposes or decrees; and then the charge of fatualism and absurdity of 
course follows. Let those who would avoid this, take good care, then, not to 
reason about spirit in the same way as they do about matter. 

Who now can prove, that the Spirit of God may not influence the human 
mind, in a manner perfectly consistent with its entire free-agency—influence 
it to accept the offers of salvation and become σύμμορφος rot νἱοῦ τοῦ θεοῦ ? 
No one. He can no more do this, than he can prove that one man cannot 
influence another, without impairing his freedom of action; an event which 
takes place every hour, and in all parts of this lower world. Above all, who 
can shew that truth may influence men, and yet men may remain free; but 
that the Spirit, who is the author of all truth, cannot operate as effectually, 
and with as little interference with free-agency, as the truth which he has 
revealed? So little foundation is there, for the charge of fatalism, against the 
doctrine of divine influence upon the souls of men! 

Those who are saved, freely repent, freely believe, freely accept the terns of 
salvation. Why can they not be as free under the influence of the Spirit, as 
they are under the influence of the truth which he has revealed? And none 
but penitents will be saved. There is no room then to say, that a belief in the 
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divine eternal purposes, makes it a matter of indifference whether aman lives 
a virtuous and holy life or not, and that if he is to be saved, he will be saved 
let him do what he may. he plain and certain truth is, that he ‘is not to be 
saved,’ unless he become conformed to the imaye of Christ, and that without 
holiness no man shall see the Lord. This is God's everlasting purpose, his 
eternal decree; and sooner than this can be violated, heayen and earth shall 
pass away. All accusations of such a nature, then, against the doctrine in 
question properly understood, are ungrounded and unjust. 

In regard to the dispute, whether God προώρισε τοὺς κλητούς, from his 
mere good pleasure, or from a foresight of their faith and good works ; it is 
easy to see, that the paragraph of the epistle, which is under consideration, 
does not decide on this. So far the question seems to be fully settled, by other 
texts of Scripture, viz. that the merit or obedience of the κλητοί, was not the 
ground or reason of their regeneration and sanctification. This would be 
assuming, that holiness existed before it did exist; that it was the ground of 
that, which it followed only as a consequence. 

On the other hand; as to the decretum absolutum, as it has been called, viz. 
the determination that the κλητοί should be saved, irrespectively of their 
character and actions, one cannot well see how this is to be made out, So 
much must be true, viz. that they are not regenerated, sanctified, or saved, on 
account of merit; all is of grace, pure grace. If this be all that any one means 
by the decretum absolutum, there can be no reasonable objection made to it, 
But on the other hand; as God is omniscient, and therefore must know every 
part of every man’s character, through all stages of his being; as all things, in 
their fullest extent, must have always been naked and open to his view; so we 
cannot once imagine, that any decree or purpose in respect to the κλητοί can 
have been made irrespectively of their whole character. Such un irrespection 
(if I may use the word) is impossible, God has never determined, and from 
his holy nature never can determine, to save any except such as are conformed 
to the image of his Son. All stands or falls together. A deeretum absolutum, 
i. e. a decree which should separate these, or have no regard to these, would be 
a different one from that which the apostle has stated; and I may add, different 
from what we can even imagine to be possible. 

‘To what purpose, then, ean disputes on such a question be raised or fostered? 
Happy would it be for the church, had there been no occasion in times past to 
mourn over them! It is truly important to distinguish that which is revealed, 
from that which is not; and to content ourselves with the one, and dismiss the 
other. * Secret things belong to the Lord our God but things revealed to us 
and our children.” 

I will only add, that the phrase, God out of his mere good pleasure, is very 
liable to be misunderstood, and perverted; as it often has been. My own 
apprehension parece borat who employ it, use it merely to signify, 
without regard to merit, without being induced by considerations of meritorions 
obedience. In this sense, as applied to God in respect to his purposes of 
renewing and sanctifying sinners, it is strictly true. Merit they have not; 
obedience they exhibit not, while in their unrenewed and unsanctified state. 
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But then the phrase is often understood, as conveying the idea, that God, ina 
way merely arbitrary, i. e. without any good reasons whatever, did choose some 
to everlasting life. This can never be true at all; no, not in any sense what- 
ever. ΑἹ] that can ever be true is, that God has done this, while the reasons 
are entirely unknown to us. He surely never did, and never will, determine 
or do any thing, without the highest and best reasons; although he may not 
unfold them to us. 

On the whole, it is to be regretted that a phrase so easily misunderstood and 
perverted, as that in question, should have been introduced into the technology 
of religion. It would have been much better to have avoided the disputes it 
has occasioned, by phraseology more explicit and unambiguous. 

One remark more, and I dismiss the whole subject. If 1 do not greatly err, 
the principal objections which serious and candid minds feel to the doctrine of 
predestination (as it is called), i.e. of foreknowledge and eternal purpose on the 
part of God, arises from what I must think to be a mistaken application of the 
principles of analogical reasoning. ‘ How,’ it is asked, ‘can God have deter- 
mined from eternity who are to be saved, i. 6. whom he will effectually call, and 
justify, and sanctify, and bring to glory, and yet men be free to choose or refuse 
salvation?’ And the difficulty in all this is, that they suppose a regular con- 
catenation of causes and influence must be arranged in the spiritual world, 
which will just as mechanically and certainly bring about the end, as that 
gravitation will make a stone fall to the earth. They join, with all this transfer 
of physical causation and effect over to spiritual things, the idea, that regard to 
the character or efforts of those who are saved, is to be left out of the question ; 
and then they make out, in their own minds, the idea of fatalism, an undis- 
tinguishing fatalism, which acts thus and so, merely because it chooses to do 
this or that, without any good and sufficient reason whatever. And taking such 
a view of the doctrine of predestination, of course they think it very reason- 
able to reject it. 

In answer to all this, it may be said, (1) That it is impossible even to 
imagine a case, in which God can be supposed not to have before him the schole 
of every individual character of those who belong to the κλητοί. (2) All that 
the Scripture teaches in regard to the ground or reason of his purpose of mercy 
towards these, is, that it is not on account of merit or desert in them ; they are 
regenerated and sanctified and saved through grace, grace only ; “ not of works, 
lest any man should boast.” Farther than this negative assertion, the Scrip- 
ture does not go; and who knows any thing more than what is revealed con- 
cerning it? (3) The Bible and experience and reason all unite, in giving 
testimony of the highest kind which the human mind can receive, that what- 
ever may be the purposes of God, men in ract are free agents ; free in all their 
spiritual exercises, as well as any others: and what is thus én fact conciliated or 
harmonized, cannot in its own nature be contradictory or abeurd. (4) The 
eternal purpose of God is no more in the way of free-agency, than his present 
purpose; for his present purpose is neither more nor less than his eternal one, 
and his eternal one neither more nor less than his present one. With him 
there is one efernal now; and all ideas of causation and concatenation of 
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causes and influence, drawn from sensible objects that are ¢emporary and suc- 
cessive, only serve to mislead the mind in regard to God, when they are applied 
to him. (5) All the difficulties which ever have been, or ever can be raised in 
regard to the fore-ordination or deeree of God, concentre at last in one single 
point, viz, How can a creature be perfeetly dependent, entirely under the con- 
trol and within the power of another, and yet be free? And all the difficulty 
here, comes at last upon the ow; it lies not in the fact; for the fact that 
such is the case, is put beyond all doubt by the testimony of Scripture and 
experience. 

Now as this sow lies equally in the way of all who admit the existence of an 
omniscient and omnipotent Creator—I say equally in the way of all such, for 
this is plainly the case unless they are fatalists—and since, moreover, this ques- 
tion is plainly beyond the boundaries of human knowledge; it does not seem to 
me reasonable to declaim against those who admit that the doctrine of divine 
foreknowledge implies of course divine purpose ; and that divine purpose must 
have been always the same, inasmuch as God is immutable, “the same yester- 
day, to-day, and for ever.” At any rate, no arguments of an @ priori nature 
can serve to set aside the plain, direct, inevitable meaning of the passage in 
Rom, viii. 28, seq. Nor, if it presents a difficulty, can we free ourselves from 
this, even if we reject revelation. A God almighty and omniscient, and a 
creature frail and entirely dependent and yet free, always and every where 
present the same paradox to the human understanding. The Jew, the Moham- 
medan, and the Theist, are obliged to encounter it, in common with the Chris- 
tian of strict creed and principles. 


EXCURSUS IX. 
On Rom. ix. 17, εἰς αὐτὸ τοῦτο ἐξήγειρά oe, (p. 386.) 


But what is the meaning of the entire assertion, the words of which we have 
thus considered? Does it mean, that God did actively, ‘and by his immediate 
influence on the heart or mind of Pharaoh, excite him or rouse him up to do 
evil, i.e. to continue obstinate and rebellious against himself? Or, that God 
had excited or roused him up, by the various plagues sent on him and his 
people, so that his opposition to letting the people of Israel go, had become 
more active and bitter? The first of these meanings is the one which some 
writers have ventured to give; or, at least, they say what seems to imply it. 
E.g. Augustine, (De Gratid et lib, Arbit. ¢, 21): His et talibus testimoniis 
Scripturarum satis manifestatur operuri Deum in cordibus hominum ad inclinan- 
das corum voluntates quocumque voluerit, sive ad bona pro sué misericordid, sive 
AD MALA pro meritis eorum, ὅς, So Gornar: “ Not unjustly does God con- 
demn the sinner; for he has ordained the means of condemnation [i. 6. sin]; so 
that he condemns no one, without having first plunged him into sin," Halesii 
Opp., ed. Mosheim, p. 753. Augustine says, more expressly and fully than 
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above, on the verse before us: Excitavi te ut contumarcius resisteres, non 
tantum permittendo, sed malta etiam tam τχτῦς quam foris operando. So 
Anselm: Cum malus esses, prodigiis quasi sopitum excitavi, af ἐν malitia per- 
sisteres atque deterior fieres. Afier quoting this passage, Tholack exclaims : ~ Is 
it God or the devil, who speaks thus?” And on the other passages just quoted 
he says: “Can God say thus to men? {viz. what these comments represest 
him as saying}; then woe to us! for we are mere dwarfs in the hands of an 
irresistible Cyclops, created and dashed in pieces at his pleasure.” And again . 
“Then have Satan and God exchanged offices. God goeth about as a roaring 
lion, seeking whom he may devour; and Satan exults that the Almighty, 
from whose hand none can escape, places at his disposal the victims of his 
vengeance.” He then goes on to say, that this is just what pantheism would 
exult in, viz. that pantheism which abolishes all distinction between good and evil. 

These expressions, it must be admitted, bear very hardly on such men as 
Augustine, Anselm, Calvin, Beza, P. Martyr, Parseus, Gomar, and many others. 
Yet so much we must concede, viz. that the Scriptures not only teach us God's 
entire abhorrence of sin, and the freedom of man m sinning, but they do also, in 
so many words, assert that “ God cannot be tempted with evil, neither tempteth 
he any man; but every man is tempted, when he is drawn away of his own 
last and enticed,” James i. 13, 14. With this direct and unequivocal assertion 
of an apostle before our eyes, an assertion bearing on the specific point of 
internal excitement to do evil, bow can we take the position of the writers above 
named, and maintain that God operated prmectLy on the heart and mind of 
Pharaoh, in order to harden him and make him more desperate ἢ 

God does not permit wicked men to say truly that such is the case, in respect 
to his dealings with them. Thus he says to the Jews: “ Will ye steal, murder, 
and commit adultery, and swear falsely, and burn incense to Baal, and walk 
after other gods whom ye know not; and come and stand before me in this 
house ....and say: We are delivered [13733, we are reserved) to do all 
these abominations?” Jer. vii. 9,10. Nay, the Scripture directly decides, that 
there may be a “‘ determinate counsel and foreknowledge of God ” respecting a 
thing which is exceedingly sinful, and yet that those who are agents in bringing 
it about are altogether voluntary and guilty, Acts ii. 28. Guilty or wicked they 
could not be, unless they were voluntary agents. 

But having advanced thus far, we must go still farther in order to obtain 
satisfaction as to the point in question. This can be obtained, only by a con- 
siderate and extensive survey of the usus loquendi in the Scriptures, with refer- 
ence to God as the author of all things. There is a sense, in which he is the 
author of al] things, yea of all actions. He has created all things. Under his 
control and by his direction and power, they come into existence. None but 
athcists will deny this. He continues to hold them all under his control, i. c. 
he governs the universe; and in him ‘we live and move and have our being.” 
He “directs all things after the counsel of his own will;” i.e. he so guides 
and controls all things, all events, all creatures and their actions, as finally 
to accomplish his own blessed and glorious purposes, both of mercy and of 
justice. 
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The moment we admit him to be an omniscient and omnipotent God, that 
moment we admit that he must have foreseen from eternity al/ the actions of 
his creatures, all their thoughts and affections and wishes and desires. We can- 
not deny, that, foreseeing all these with all their consequences, he brought them 
into being, and placed them (for surely it was he who ordered their lot) in cir- 
cumstances, where he knew they would act as he bad foreseen they would. It 
is impossible to deny this, without denying the omniscience of God, and his 
immutability. 

Now the Scripture most evidently admits and inculcates all these truths. 
Such being the fact, there is plainly a sense in which all things and events may” 
be ascribed to God. He foreknew them; and his creating and governing and 
controlling power renders it certain that they will come to pass; for how could 
he foreknow what is uncertain? Accordingly, the Bible declares that * we live 
and move and have our being in God." Nay it goes farther than this; how- 
ever we may stumble at the expressions, or revolt at the sentiment, It ascribes 
evil, yea moral evil, to God in some sense or other; an assertion which must 
not be hazarded without proof, and which shall be supported by an overwhelm- 
ing mass of examples, Let the reader now turn to the following passages and 
attentively consider them; viz, 2 Sam. xii. 11, xvi. 10. 1 Kings xxii. 22. 
Josh. xi. 20, Ps. ev. 25, 1 Kings xi. 23. 2 Sam. xxiv. 1. Let him next ex- 
amine the texts, which declare that God hardened the heart of one and another ; 
e.g-of Pharaoh, Exod vii. 13, ix. 12. x, 1, 20,27, xi. 10. xiv. 8. Rom. ix. 
18; of Sihon king of the Amorites, Deut. ii. 30; of the Israelites, Is, lxiii. 17. 
Jobn xii, 40. Who can read such texts as these, and so many, and yet aver that 
the Scripture teaches us, oe is no sense in which it is true, that God 
hardens the hearts of 

But the great question Hew remains. Does God do this in such a way, i.e. 
is he so concerned in it, and only so concerned, that man’s free agency is still 
left entire, and so that all the moral blame of his sins is to be attributed 
him? This question we may answer in the affirmative. ‘The Bible does indeed 
speak of God as hardening the hearts of men, in some sense or other. In what 
sense, is not specifically said, although it is very plainly implied. ‘That he does 
this in the way of direct influence on the heart or mind, seems to be unequivo- 
cally denied in James i. 13,14. ‘That what we are allowed to attribute to him, 
in respect to the hardening of the heart, cannot be any thing which takes away 
the criminality and guilt of men, nor any thing which in any measure abridges 
the entire freedom of their own actions, is clear from the fact, that the sacred 
writers often and every where ascribe the hardening of the heart to the wicked 
themselves. So, expressly, in respect to Pharaoh, Exod. viii. 15, 32. ix. 34. 
1 Sam. vi. 6; in respect to others, 2 Chron. xxxvi. 13. Ps. xev. 8. Prov. 
xxviii. 14. Job ix. 4; and so of hardening the neck, which for substance has 
the same meaning, 2 Kings xvii. 14, Jer. vii. 26. xix. 15. Prov. xxix, 1. 
Neh. ix. 16, 17, 29. In other expressions, the passive voice only is made use 
of, without designating any agent; ὁ. g. Exod. vii 22. viii, 19. ix. 7,35, et 
alibi. 

With these texts may be compared Is,-vi. 10, where the prophet is bid to go 

ΝΝ 
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and make the heart of the people stupid, their ears heavy, and to close up their 
eyes. Read now the comments on this, in Matt. xiii. 15. Mark iv. 12. John 
xii. 40. Acts xxviii. 26, 27. A comparison of these is replete with instruction ; 
for in Is. vi. 10 the prophet is represented as hardening the Jews, because he 
declares to them the divine word, and they, hearing and rejecting it, become 
more hardened. In John xii. 40, God is represented as hardening their heart, 
(which seems also to be implied in Mark iv. 12); while in Matt. xiii. 15 and 
Acts. xxviii. 26, 27, the plain and necessary implication is, that the Jews har- 
dened their own hearts. Here then is one and the same case, which is repre- 
sented in three different ways. (1) The prophet hardens the Jews. (2) God 
does the same thing. (3) The Jewish people do it themselves. Is all this true; 
or is one part contradictory to another? We may safely answer: It is eli true. 
The prophet is said fo harden the hearts of the Jews, merely because he is the 
instrument of delivering messages to them; while they, in consequence of 
abusing these, become more hardened and guilty. God hardens their hearts, in 
that by his providence he sustains them in life, upholds the use of all their 
powers, causes the prophets to warn and reprove them, and places them in cir- 
cumstances where they must receive these warnings and reproofs. Under this 
arrangement of his providence, they become more hardened and wicked. In 
this sense, and in this only, do the Scriptures seem to affirm that he is concerned 
with the hardening of men’s hearts. 

The Jews hardened their own hearts, inasmuch as they freely and volun- 
tarily abused all the blessings and privileges which the providence and mercy 
of God had bestowed upon them, and thus became more stupid and corrupt. 

Surely no one will say, that the prophet (Is. vi. 10) hardens the hearts of the 
Jews, by direct and positice influence upon them. It is not necessary, then, 
when it is declared that God hardened the heart of Pharaoh, to draw the con- 
clusion that this was done by direct and positive influence. That it is not neces- 
sary, can be made clear from the following illustration of Scripture usage. In 
2 Sam. xxiv. 1 it is said: The Lord moved (ΓΘ) David to go and number 
Israel, &c.; which, under the circumstances then existing and with the views 
that David had, was a great sin m the sight of heaven, and was punished by a 
signal judgment of God. Here observe, that ΓΙ Δ is applied directly to Jeho- 
vah, without any intimation of a secondary agent or instrument; and s0 one 
might argue, (as some do in regard to other expressions of the like nature in the 
Scriptures,) that God is here asserted to be the direct exciting cause, which oc- 
casioned David to number Israel, &c. Yet in 1 Chron. xxi. 1, the very same 
thing is ascribed to Satan: 4nd Satan moved (ΓΘ) David to go amd number 
Israel, ἃς. Observe that the very same verb is employed i in the second case, as 
im the first. Now as Satan is the fempter of men to sin, and as “" God tempfeth 
ΝΟ man,” we must say: Here is a clear case, in which that is ascribed to God, 
which he permits or suffers to be brought about under his superintendence or 
government of the universe, by agents of an inferior character. This seems, at 
least, to be a clear case; and it is one which has a very important bearing on 
the subject before us. 

It is true, that God roused up Pharaoh, so that he was the occasion of the 
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divine power and glory being displayed in all the land of Egypt. But was this 
done by direct and immediate operation in hardening his heart; or was it 
through the signs and wonders, which the power and providence of God per- 
formed before the eyes and in the country of this contumacious monarch? In 
the latter way, we may safely answer; inasmuch as Pharaoh and others are said, 
in the Scriptures, to harden their own hearts, There was another agency here, 
then, besides that of Jehovah; just as in the case stated above. God in his 
providence did send Moses and Aaron with a commission to make demands on 
the king of Egypt in behalf of the oppressed Hebrews; he sent plagues upon 
Egypt by his miraculous power ; and all these things under the arrangements of 
his providence, being brought to act upon Pharaoh, he became worse and worse. 
The Lord hardened his heart, because the Lord was the author of commands 
and messages and miracles, which were the occasion of Pharaoh's hardening his 
own heart. In just such a way, Paul says that our sinful passions are by the 
law, τὰ παθήματα τῶν ἁμαρτιῶν τὰ διὰ τοῦ νόμον, Rom. vii. 5; which he 
afterwards explains by saying, ἡ γὰρ ἁμαρτία ἀφορμὴν λαβοῦσα κ. τ. Aw 
Rom. vii. 11. 

That God was the author of the commands and messages delivered by Moses 
and Aaron to Pharaoh, is clear; that he was the author of the judgments in- 
flicted on the land of Egypt, is clear; that he knew what effect these would pro- 
duce on the heart of Pharaoh, is equally certain ; and that he designed to turn 
all this into ultimate good, and to glorify himself, the Bible often asserts or im- 
plies. There is no difficulty then in saying, with reference to all this, and in the 
sense stated above, that God hardened Pharaoh's heart, or that he roused him 
up, via, by his messages and the miracles which he wrought. It is a clear case, 
that the active and bitter indignation and contumacy of Pharaoh was greatly 
increased or excited by these doings of divine providence; and therefore the 
sentiment of our text remains true; while, at the same time, God is not the 
author of Pharaoh's sin, (in the common sense of this expression,) any more 
than he is the author of our sin, because he has given us powers and faculties 
by which we may sin, and with full knowledge that we should sin, bas placed 
us in a world where we are of course surrounded by temptations and entice- 
ments tosin. After all this, we are free agents, we sin voluntarily, and we are 
therefore accountable for it; all which was equally true of Pharaoh. 

To all that has now been said to illustrate and vindicate the true sense of 
ἐξήγειρα, it may be added, that the conclusion drawn by the apostle in ver, 18, 
clearly implies that he gave such ἃ sense to vs. 16, 17 as has been given above: 
“Therefore he hath mercy on whom he will, and whom he will he hardencth.’ 
Now if ἐξήγειρα does not imply some kind of agency, something done on the 
part of God which has a connexion with the hardening of Pharaoh's heart, how 
can the apostle deduce the conclusion in ver. 18 from the assertion in ver, 172 
‘This consideration alone seems fully and finally to decide the point, in regard to 
the exegesis put upon ἐξήγειρα by Tholuck, who follows the διετηρήθης of the 
Seventy, and construes it of preserving Pharaoh, i.e. upholding him in life, 
during the continuance of the plagues in Egypt. Six of these had already 
been inflicted, when the words in ver..17 were spoken, Tholuck says, that 


Momen wert wwe samy wee wee of we ee feet chews 
ee 2 σὰ ee, Ὁ See eee wee weet τ He ἢν τε 
πεῖξι τος were. Se ἸΣΞΊΟΥ 6 ae were αἱ ἂν Cie moo eee. ἔπ τὰ 14. 
ox... [2 sume ὦ te teen Sows oe. πῇ ote ice Eat ez li. 
en. ε se Sen Soom τῷἜ Ἔ we. ce were ome Tat -Ξ τὸς: 
a τι. MET: αὶ mae wee wer ἴα Υ ὁ ἂπ Kw al Ἔυναν meee 
See eT Be We re eee Se ee Seer “et Sew 
SoHE =e ὦ € sae Se eee Ge Svc. 2: tee ee ἋΣ ἊΣ 2 
ween Yee. ἀξ στα te eee oF ee reeves carr 
- ΠΕ ber το. ; 

st tes foe ee eee ee wee ee cece of fe ie over. ὁ 
aio Te. + & fas mcowses Jes seems 2 fe τσ ele me 
Bp 23 @ tae, Secs weet —- τανε © recep’ | on 
πεσε ποσ Taree τὶ we. wre δα ceo meee 2 καὶ seecieee Som sect 
eases. 

Σ SS Σωσνόθαν' mcs ὭΣ ὌΓΕ νοῦ ow ἜΝ en ee ewes tere 
mM ewe ΣΦ te Τὰ Oe = et ae Gees Smes τος. τ: 
Camm ἢ “urn. I TE MS om. ant ie swos and 
Wes no nS ae tet fe ὍΣ Set τὸ ἀν» πεσε τοῦσπαισιν τονὲ 
TTY. Whe “et no seam erin. eet Serco. ἔπ al “ne 
pret Wee stores: wean mt ee Se ce ies re ee. 
Ben te snows en wih sewers apt ὄπ πίσσα viet eet Seem 2 oz. 
aut acct Ine Πα Worm Sire 1. tec: ant al <i ἀπε σι 
rum haces wil en. Zaee me me aoe 5 Bae ace et τοῖν 
fee poor Ὁ δ ev que an ΝΣ Ὁ * ls rt Sr a of 5:9 
acl ICT enews” lan ay ser κα Ee τιαεῖ τισι zoce Gari’ 
Saree qc ogut © Jou fe Ines 5 1 swe TN ΨΊΙΕΣ 1s ὙΠΕῚ sev. “tar 4 
opeet wm Furie noi πῆς be MRE ew TWh te RE Gh Be τὸ 
aloe τα στ Mt tusk wither meee omesf ce ore mice ef τῷ 7ε 
me ur. ont toes ul Sat caidas Nee ner We ὩΕΥΘ ΝΕ et ΟΞ ΕΙΣ 
40 aie worst Sor τὸ geeseres al sesmices wet al werk wt eves them 2] 
deer grwers, Geutes, ami soowrumimes πὖ accom. fn νοσῶν seme. Gu τὲ 
oer Se miGlr τ΄ an ~ Gent amo ws mon == 3s Se sever acther of 
δι» ἸΨ EN. “ἘΠῚ nan Ὁ wooed. wren dy ἢ eraw2 awas te bos own bast 
amt eareet ἃ, am = La me sense. + Gent tach mun an things ὅτε ἔπανεὶξ vea, 
Ge ewe “or cae Gey if ort.” Poow. sw 4: amd im cee ke sense be reese up 
Prarwoe, Ss Ἐκ δὲ te Ἕ cmceraed with al thm 3s ea wav thst ὃς perfect’y 
eonamtent τοι cae feecem of mea ἘΣ actee: aod al has desiges are. to bring 
goed cut of evs. and sum :ὸ creme ie ziory cf hrs ows same: as ὃς intimated 
m the verve befiice os. 

All tee &tieuitz. which ἃ invoived m these declarances m uberr fal eacect. 
ie insaved in the prinectzie ‘which even Thess admits) that Gos is emaucere!, 
omapaten!. aed immatahér. The Dest has im reality. the very same dulbculties 


EXCURSUS IX. ON ROM, IX. 17. 557 


to cope with here, so far as the free agency and the sinfulness of men are 
concerned, as the evangelical Christian. The nodus of the whole, is our ignorance 
of the manner in which free agency and entire dependence, foreknowledge and 
voluntary action, consist together and are harmonized. But as fact only is 
known to us, viz.the fact that they do coexist; and as the manner of their 
coexistence or consistency is beyond the boundaries of humam knowledge; 80 I 
do not see how those, who are stumbled at the subject under consideration, can 
ever satisfy themselves, so long as they insist on first knowing the manner of the 
consistency, before they admit the fact. 

In the apostle’s time, the very same objection was made to his doctrine, 
which has been made ever since, and is still every day repeated. So the verses 
in the sequel plainly shew us. They shew, moreover, that the apostle was 
understood in the same way, as his words seem obviously to mean. If not, 
what ground was there for the objection which is raised. 

The difticulty of this subject, the manner in which it has so often been mis- 
understood and abused, and a wish to contribute, if possible, something to 
remove some of its perplexities from the minds of readers who may peruse these 
pages, are my apology for dwelling so long upon it. ‘That there are difficulties 
still, which remain unexplained, and which ever must remain so, while “we 
know in part,” while we continue in the present world, I do not feel dis- 
posed at all to deny. But this is confessedly the case, in regard to a multitude 
of other things, which all admit without hesitation; and this too, even when the 
modus of them remains utterly inexplicable. 


APPENDIX. 


(The object of this Appendix is, to present a brief view of the most distinguished commentators, 
ancient and modern, upon the Epistle to the Romans.] 


Origen (+253*), Comm. in Ep. ad Rom., in Vol. IV. ed. de la Rue; 
extant only in the Latin translation of Rufinus, by whom it was 
abridged in some places, and enlarged in others. Like all of Origen’s 
expositions, it contains not a little that 18 fanciful or arbitrary ; but it 
contains some good hints. 


Chrysostom (+407), Homil. XXXII. in Ep. ad Rom., Vol. IX. ed. 
Montf. ; distinguished by much sound interpretation, simplicity of repre- 
sentation, elegance of language, and a glowing ardour of piety. The 
master-piece of ancient commentary. 


Augustine (+430), Inchoata Expos. Ep. ad Rom., also Expos. 
quarundam Proposit. ex Ep. ad Rom.,in Vol. II. Opp., ed. Benedict. ; 
dogmatic rather than philological, yet not without acuteness. 


Theodoret (+ circa 450); whose commentary is contained in Vol. III., 
ed Halle. His interpretations are, for the most part, brief, plain, gram- 
matical, and direct. But they are not always well studied, nor very 
weighty. He is inferior to Chrysostom, in his remarks on this epistle. 


CEcumenius (cent. 10), Comm. in Ep. Pauli, Paris. 1631 ; contains 
excerpts from Chrysostom, Photius, Basil, &c., with remarks of his 
own. They are highly valued by critics. 


Theophylact (cent. 11), Comm. in Ep. Pauli, Lond. 1630; contains 
an abridgment of Chrysostom, which is very acceptable to the beginner 
in the reading of Greek commentary ; even more so than the original, as 
it Is exceedingly easy and plain. 


Besides these, there is a Comm. of Pelagius, printed in Hieron. Opp., 
Tom. V. ed. Mart., abridged and augmented by Cassiodorus, so that 
what is genuine can no longer be certainly ascertained. Also Hilary 
(commonly named Ambrosiaster) published a Comm. on the 13 Epist. 
of Paul. It is of little value. Who this Hilary was, is unknown. 


Thomas Aquinas (+1274), Comm. in Ep. Pauli, Ant. 1591; con- 
tains some very acute theological commentary ; philological, is not to be 
expectcd from him. 
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Erasmus (+1536), Paraphrasis in Ep. ad Rom., in Crit. Sac. Tom. 
VII; fine Latin, and many good remarks. The main object of the 
epistle he does not seem to have rightly apprehended. 


Calvin, Comm. &e,, in Opp., Tom. VII. ; fundamental investigation 
of the logic and course of thought contained in the epistle; very little 
verbal criticism. Many a difficulty is solved, without any appearance 
of effort, or any show of learning. Calvin is by far the most distin- 
guished of all the commentators of his times. 


Melanchthon and Zuingle wrote Scholia merely, on the Epistle to the 
Rom Both exhibit good hints, but not much philology. Their 
Notes are contained in their respective Works. 


Beza (1605), Nov. Test., 1598. His Notes on Romans are valuable 
in a grammatical and philological point of view. He was an excellent 
Greck scholar; and his notes are almost always worth consulting. 


Bucer ($1551), Metaphrases et Enarrationes Ep. Pauli, 1536; dis- 
tinguished for natural and artless interpretation, and a good talent for 
this department of Jabour. 


Grotius (+1645), Comm. in Opp. ; also separately, Par. 1644, 2 Vol. 
Remarks philological, grammatical, historical, antiquarian, &c., distin- 
guish all the exegetical works of Grotins, beyond those of any writer 
before him, or in his day.“ The shell he takes off with wonderful dex- 
terity ; but the nut he seldom tastes, and still more seldom relishes.” 


Hunnius, Justinian, Comelius a Lapide, Baldwin, Cocceius, Seb. 
Schmidt, Limborch, 8. J. Baumgarten, J. B. Carpzov, Wolf, Heumann, 
C, Schmid, have all written commentaries, more or less, on the Ep. to 
the Romans. Some good things may be found in most of them ; but 
hardly enough to repay the trouble of reading, at the present day. 

In the Critici Sacri (Amstelod.), are contained the Comm. of Valla, 
Revius, Erasmus, Vatablus, Castalio, Clarius, Zegerus, Drusius, Casau- 
bonus, Gaulterius, Cameron, Jac. and Ludov. Capellus, and Groti 
Of these, Drusius, Erasmus, Clarius, Grotius, Cameron, and J. Capellus, 
are especially worth consulting. 

J. A. Turrettin (+1737), Preelectiones in Ep. ad Romanos, (in Opp.) ; 
of distinguished exegetical talent ; for the most part, his interpretation is 
simple and natural, and adorned with some admirable references to the 
classics. A truly multum in parvo book. 


Koppe (+1791), in Novo Test. Koppiano. The manner of the in- 
terpretation is good, being simple and philological. But Koppe had not 
deeply studied the epistle; nor does he seem to have imbibed the true 
spirit of it. Η 

Besides the commentators in form, already named, there are several 
important subsidiary works ; e.g. Schéttgen, Hore Talmudicee, Tom. II. 
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Elsner, Observatt. Sacre, Tom. II. Kypke, Observatt. Sac. Tom. IT. 
Bauer, Philol. Thucyd. Paulina. Raphel, Annott. Philol. in N. Test. ex 
Xenophonte, &c., Vol. II. Palairet, Observ. Philol. Crit. in N. Test. 
Krebs, Observat. 6 Josepho. Losner, Observat.e Philone. Miinthe, 
Observ. e Diodoro. Rambach, Introduct. histor. theol. in Ep. Pauli ad 
Romanos. 


The most recent works on the Epistle to the Romans, from the con- 
tinent of Europe, are those of Flatt and Tholuck ; both of them ex- 
cellent ; but especially the latter. Tholuck has much the advantage 
as a philologist. The latest work, by W. Benecke, has not yet come to 
hand. 


The English works on the Epistle to the Romans, are too well known 
to need recommending here. Henry, Whitby, Doddridge, Guyse, John 
Taylor, Macknight, Scott, Dr. Adam Clarke, and many others, have 
written more or less upon this epistle. 


INDEX. 


-As, in ἃ Commentary, the tect itvelf euggests, to a considerable extent, the places in which the 
liscussion of particular subjects may be expected, this Index ix made to refer only to those subjects 
which, it ἐπ supposed, would not 40 readily occur wpon the mere recollection of the words of the 
Epistle. The first page only of « topic ἐν indicated, as the continuance of any subject will be 
readily perceived. 


Accertina persons, what it is, 122. 

Accountableness, requisites of, 185, 226, 233. 

‘Adam, how compared and contrasted with Christ, 219, 509. 

Anathema, Jewish formula of, 362. 

Angels, Jewish doctrine of, 355. 

‘Anselm, Archbishop of Canterbury, in Cent. X I, remarks upon, 552, and Pref. p.xiv. 

Antinomian assumptions, refuted, 144, 

Article, Greek, on the use of, 201. 

Augustine of Hippo, observations of, 308, 342, 
Ῥ. xii, 


wks upon, 651, and Pref. 


Baptism of proselytes among the Jews, 245. 
Bretschneider, Dr. of Gotha, remarks upon, 232, 255, 265, 268, 875. 


Calvin, his solid judgment and great merit as a commentator, 76, and Pref. p. vii. 
Observations upon, 220, 237, 282, 516. 


Cunis7, attributives of, which imply his Divine nature, 366, 480, 482. The object 
of worship, 73. Whether the apostles expected his second and visible coming to 
take place speedily, 472. 

Church, the Christian, the completion of the Jewish, 434. 

-- gifts in the primitive, 449, 492. 

-——, offices in, 450, 496. 

duties of, 454. 

Cicero's grand apostrophe on a future state of happiness, 881, 


Citations from the Old Testament, the apostolic mode of, 89, 147, 395, 402, 415, 
423, 427, 429, 438, 481, 490, 


Comparisons and analogies, apostolic use of, 249, 399, 409, 441. 


Death, extensive meaning of, as the penalty of sin, 202, 507. 
Depravity of man, proofs of, 152. 
Edwards, President, remarks on, 206, 216, 235, 526. 


Epistles, ancient mode of composing, 55. 
Essenes, and those among Christians who imitated their discipline, 474, 


Faith, its influence on the obtaining of salvation, 82, 88, 157, 173, 174, 287. 
Flesh, scriptural meanings of, 60, 170, 292. 
oo 
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Rhetorical figures: Antanaclasis, 482, Emphasis expressed by a periphrasis, 484. 
Hendiadys, 71, 492. Litotes, 189. Oxymoron, 188. shag 

Rome, city of; the Greek language much spoken there, 72. 

Rome, Church at: when and by whom planted, 8; of what classes of persons it 
was composed, 39; its condition and circumstances, 50, 

—-, Epistle to the Church at; when and where written, 40; its genuineness, 42; 
analysis of, 52; its profound but strict and consistent plan, 243, 270, 357, 421. 


Sabbath, the Jewish, and the Christian Lord’s-day, 478, 

Salvation, universal, on the theory of, 531. 

Salutation, modes of, with the Hebrew and other ancient nations, 73, 498. 
Sin, original, or the propensity of human nature to depravity, 233, 517, 525. 
Sox or Gop, meaning of the expression, 68, 501. 

Sovereignty of God, not arbitrary, 389. 


Sufferings, whether they may be righteously inflicted on an innocent being for a pur- 
pose of moral discipline, 533. 


Tholuck, Dr. Augustus, Professor of Theology in, the University of Berlin, and now 
in that of Halle; remarks upon his Commentary on this Epistle, and on his other 
eminently valuable writings, 79, 86, 96, 143, 170, 173, 181, 210, 220, 252, 267, 
824, 347, 351, 398, 408. 

Translations, incapable of conveying the delicate tints and shades of an original 
work, 121, 318. 

Turrettin, John Alphonsus, of Geneva: the Son of Francis Turrettin, from whose 
sentiments he widely dissented, adopted the theological views of Limborch and 

lotson, and greatly contributed to a fearful departure in his countrymen from 

evangelical truth ;—references to, and remarks upon, 90, 114, 161, 164, 173, 218, 

‘Type, how one person or event may be of another, 219, 223, 


Unity among Christians, its great importance, and the duty of endeavouring to 
promote it, 488. 


Verbal adjectives in τόν, their characteristic’ meaning, 95. 


World, senses of the term in the Scriptures, 74, 183. 


THE END. 


ERRATUM, 
Ῥ 302, last line, for viii. read vii. 
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